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CHAPTER I. 


A GENERAL INTRODUCTORY ACCOUNT OF OBJECTIONS 
TO THE TESTIMONY SUPPOSED TO BE BORNE BY 
HISTORY TO THE APOSTOLIC ANTIQUITY OF THE 
DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 





A Work, which professes faithfully to exhibit the 
testimony borne by History to the apostolic anti- 
quity and the apostolic sanction of the doctrine of 
the Trinity, would be incomplete, were it to leave 
unnoticed the objections of those, who, on the 
very basis of History itself, profess to deny the 
apostolic antiquity and the apostolic sanction of 
that doctrine. 

In order, therefore, that nothing, so far as my 
own knowledge extends, may be kept back from 
the honest and diligent inquirer, I shall proceed 
to state and examine the several objections which 
respect the important racr at present under dis- 
cussion. 

I. The objections, alleged by Dr. Priestley and 
those who symbolise with him in his theological 
system, may be conveniently stated and arranged 
in manner following. 

B2 
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1. Had Trinitarianism been the doctrine of the 
Catholic Church from the very beginning, all the 
various individuals, who were in professed commu- 
nion with the Catholic Church, must obviously 
have been Trinitarians. 

Yet, even so late as the middle of the fourth 
century, we find Athanasius complaining, that the 
lower classes of Christians were for the most part 
Unitarians. 

2. A complaint of a similar nature had pre- 
viously been made by Origen about the middle of 
the third century. 

Hence it is evident, that the great majority of 
believers, even in communion with the Catholic 
Church herself, formed an uninterrupted succes- 
sion of Unitarians, from the middle of the third 
century, down to the middle of the fourth. 

3. But these simple-minded and honest Christ- 
ians did not first spring up in the time of Origen. 
On the contrary, we find precisely the same lan- 
guage employed by Tertullian, who flourished at 
the end of the second and at the beginning of the 
third century. . 

He admits, while he complains, that the greater 
part of believers in his days abhorred the doc- 
trine of the Trinity: and he states, that, on 
genuine unitarian principles, they rejected the 
divinity of the Son, and that they stoutly con- 
tended for the exclusive divinity of the Father. 

4. As the great body of Christians, within the 
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pale of the Catholic Church, from the time of 
Tertullian down even to the time of Athanasius, 
were thus zealous Unitarians: so, agreeably to our 
natural anticipation from the striking fact that 
The early Christians were generally Antitrinitarians 
who denied the godhead of the mere man Jesus of 
Nazareth, Justin Martyr, by whom and others of 
the similarly philosophising Fathers the primitive 
unitarian faith was grievously corrupted through a 
gradual introduction of the doctrine of the Trinity, 
adopts a very singular tone of gentleness and com- 
plaisance toward that vast majority from whose 
more simple and more ancient creed he had most 
uphappily been led to deviate. 

This remarkable circumstance distinctly shews 
the conscious innovator : for it exhibits the precise 
line of conduct, which would be followed by a 
person, who knew that he was starting a pre- 
viously unheard of doctrine, and who was fully 
aware that the great mass of believers held and 
had always held opinions of a totally different 
description. 

The conduct, therefore, of the yet earlier Justin 
exactly tallies with the angry testimony to the 
vast prevalence of Antitrinitarianism even within 
the pale of the Catholic Church, so reluctantly 
borne by Tertullian and Origen and Athanasius. 
Justin meekly insinuates his own novel specula- 
tions: and he ventures not, like later theologians, 
to style those, who rejected them, heretics. 


' 6 THE APOSTOLICITY [BooK H. 


5. Accordingly, if we chronologically advance 
still higher than Justin, and if we advert to the 
testimony of the apostolical writers themselves, 
we shall find, in the volume of the New Testa- 
ment, no traces of any worship of Christ either as 
enjoined or as practised. 

This circumstance, on the trinitarian scheme, 
is utterly unaccountable : but, with the direct evi- 
dence in favour of the early Christians having been 
(as Dr. Priestley speaks) generally Unitarians, it 
beautifully and exactly and harmoniously tallies. 

6. Such, then, being the faith of the great mass 
of primitive believers down even to the time of 
Athanasius, while the novel doctrines of the Tri- 
nity and Christ’s godhead were gradually intro- 
duced by certain of the philosophising Fathers: 
we are naturally led to ask, whence it was that 
the Fathers themselves received those doctrines ? 

To this question a very easy reply is afforded. 

The Fathers, most undoubtedly, borrowed the 
doctrines in question from the pagan school of the 
Platonists: and, what at first was only their own 
peculiar cabbala, gradually insinuating itself into 
Christianity, thus became at length the popular 
no less than the philosophical belief. 

7. Yet the Trinity, as first introduced and re- 
ceived, long differed widely from the Trinity of 
more modern Christianity. 

For, though the Son's equality with the Father 
be the present accredited orthodoxy, the original 
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introducers and favourers of Trinitarianism stoutly 
maintained the Son’s decided inferiority. 

Such a circumstance, by the very fact of cumu- 
lative discrepance, clearly marks the progress of 
corruption. And, at the same time, it perfectly 
harmonises with the direct evidence of Athanasius 
and Origen and Tertullian: that Zhe bulk of the 
more simple believers, even in their days successively, 
that +s to say, from the latter end of the second cen- 
tury to the middle of the fourth, were still, unin- 
terruptedly, determined and uncompromising Uni- 
tartans. 

8. Agreeably to these several statements, the 
early Fathers, that is to say, the Fathers who 
flourished before the first Nicene Council, never 
ascribe proper divinity to the Son. But, when- 
ever they depart from the primitive doctrine of 
the mere manhood of Christ, they exhibit him, 
not as being truly God, but only as possessing 
that sort of secondary created divinity which cha- 
racterised the system afterward known by the 
name of Arianism’. 


1 A greater than either Dr. Priestley or Mr. Lindsey, the 
very learned Jesuit Dionysius Petavius, had already, long before 
their time, advanced pretty nearly the same opinion as that 
which is here last enumerated in § 1. 8. 

He asserted, that the antenicene writers symbolised, at least 
in a great measure, with Arius: for, though they acknowledged 
the Son to be of the substance or nature of the Father, yet they 
taught his inferiority to the Father in point of duration and 
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II. Such, I believe, are the chief objections, 
which, by Dr. Priestley and his associates, have 


power no less than in point of ecumenical order and dignity ; 
inasmuch as, like all God’s creatures, he had in time a com- 
mencement of existence, and had by no means subsisted as a 
distinct hypostasis from all eternity. Petav. de Trin. lib. i. 
c. 5, 7,8. See Bull. Defens. Fid. Nic. proém. § 7. 

- J have more than once observed Petavius adduced, with no 
small triumph, by the pupils-of the modern school of Antitri- 
nitarianism: but I have never observed, on their part, the ad- 
ditional communication of certain other particulars, which, in 
common equity and candour, ought not to have been kept back 
from their readers. 

_ I. With respect to the opinion expressed by Petavius, there 
is but too much reason to fear, that it was dishonestly ad- 
vanced, for the purpose, of extolling the authority of Ecume- 
nical Councils to decree new Articles of Faith, and of thus sub- 
serving the interests of the Church of Rome. 

For the whole drift of his argument, like that of Hosius, 
Gordon, Gretser, Tanner, Vega, Possevin, Wickus, Perron, 
Fisher, Floyd, and other writers of the same stamp, goes to 
shew : that the doctrines of the Trinity and of Christ’s essential 
godhead can be proved, neither from Scripture, nor from the 
consent of the primitive antenicene Fathers ; but that their truth 
rests entirely upon ecclesiastical decisions. 

Whence the obvious and intended conclusion is: that those, 
who submit not to the Church of Rome as an infallible arbi- 
tress in points of Faith, can have no assurance of the truth 
of such doctrines. © 

II. Be this as it may, and whatever was the object of Pe- 
tavius in advancing such an opinion, his mere authorsty, on 
which some modern Antitrinitarians seem so confidently to 
rely, is nothing in respect to a bare question of Fact, unless the 


alleged fact itself 2 ae established by competent EVIDENCE. 
Now, 
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been started against the alleged apostolicity of the 
doctrine of the Trinity. 


Now, to judge of such evidence, requires honesty and dili- 

gence, rather than any special measure of talent and acuteness : 
and the authority of a great name in a question of this sort is 
bat a foundation of sand, unless it be accompanied by invincible 
testimony. 
- ET. But the grand particular, in the suppressing and with- 
holding of which from their unsuspicious readers our Antitri- 
nitarian authors are preéminently culpable, yet remains to be 
stated. 

Whether, at an earlier period of his life, Petavius was, or was 
not, sincere, in the assertion which he hazarded: at a subse- 
quent period, he confessed it to be erroneous, and retracted it 
accordingly. 

To do justice to the memory of so learned a man as Petavius, 
says the excellent Mr. Nelson, the Bishop of Meauzx told me, 
discoursing with him once on this subject, that, in the last edi- 
tion he made of his Works, he retracted this opinion. Hickes's 
Letters, p. $34. 

1. The very able and acute Bossuet had penetration enough 
to see, that such a mode of serving the Roman Church, as that 
so unhappily and so unworthily adopted by Petavius and others, 
was in truth nothing better than an undermining of the doctrine 
of the Trinity and an exposing of it to the ridicule and con- 
tempt of every impugner. 

For, if the doctrine of Christ's essential and personally-eter- 
nal divinity cannot, by the plain and natural construction of 
language, be proved from Scripture; and if, additionally, it 
was never held by the most ancient Fathers and Doctors of the 
Antenicene Church Catholic: the united testimony of criticism 
and of history will, in that case, be so strong against it, that it 
will be utterly incapable of establishment by the bare decision 


of any later Ecumenical Council. 
2. This, 


~ 


10 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK II. 


With respect to the mere abstract difficulties 
which the doctrine itself is said inherently to in- 


2. This, I believe, is felt and acknowledged by the more 
wise and the more judicious members of the Latin Communion : 
for, in good sooth, they owe but small thanks to those, who 
would aggrandise their Church on principles manifestly and 
inherently untenable. 

Iam myself no prejudiced bigot against Ecumenical Coun- 
cils, merely as such. On the contrary, I can readily conceive 
an Ecumenical Council beneficially to define, in imperishable 
writing, an article of faith, which from Scripture and from the 
well-ascertained teaching of the Apostles had always indeed 
been held by the Catholic Church, but which hitherto (no con- 
troversy having sprung up relative to the subject) had not 
with ecclesiastical formality and precision been thus defined. 

But, while this I can readily conceive, no man breathing can 
apprehend the possibility of an Ecumenical Council making, 
by its mere dogmatical and unsupported decision, a doctrine to 
be true, which the entire Catholic Church had always anteriorly 
held to be false. 

3. In fact, the very definition of articles of faith implies their 
previous existence : and such definition has always arisen, not 
from the circumstance of their previous non-existence, but 
from the circumstance of their having been impugned or per- 
verted by innovators and heretics. 

As no bare decree of an Ecumenical Council can, in the 
very nature of things, MAKE the doctrine of Christ’s essential 
godhead to be false : so, by a parity of necessary reasoning, no 
bare decree of an Ecumenical Council can maxe that doctrine 
to be érue. 

On sufficient evidence, its truth or its falsehood may be DE- 
CLARED by an Ecumenical Council: but such a declaration will 
always presuppose the existence of rEsTIMoNy anterior and prior 
to itself. 

If 
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volve, I have at present no special concern with 
them. My inquiry is altogether historical: and 
it regards nothing more than the naked question 


If the doctrine of Christ’s essential godhead had invariably 
been rejected by the Catholic Church, from the time of the 
Apostles down to the commencement of the fourth century ; 
and if, harmoniously, no proof of it could be set up from the 
plain and natural construction of Holy Scripture: certainly, in 
that case, no bare decision of the Ecumenical Council of Nice 
could suddenly maxe a doctrine to be true, which bore upon 
its very front the indelible impress of falsehood. 

The Nicene Fathers, however, acted much more rationally, 
than, according to the original crude assertion of Petavius, they 
could have acted. Instead of absurdly pretending, by their 
own bare fat to MAKE a hitherto universally rejected doctrine to 
be true: they very rationally rest their declarative decision 
upon the well-known racrt of antiquity and priority. 

This, say they, is the apostolic and blameless faith of the 
Church: which faith, ultimately derived from the Lord himself 
through the Apostles, and handed down from our forefathers to 
their successors, the Church religiously preserves, and maintains 
the same both now and for ever. Gelas. Cyzic. Hist. Concil. 
Nic. prim. lib. ii. c, 23. Labb. Concil. vol. ii. p. 224. 

4. Statements of the character of those once hazarded by 
Petavius must ultimately prove fatal to the cause, which it was 
their object to serve: for, instead of really advancing the 
authority of Ecumenical Councils, they, by plain necessity, 
strip them of all authority whatsoever. 

Petavius, however, retracted: and those antitrinitarian 
writers, who, to serve their own ends, from time to time ad- 
duce the unguarded assertion of that great scholar of the Latin 
Church, ought also to have communicated to their readers the 
not quite unimportant fact of his retractation. 
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of ract; Whether the doctrine before us was, or was 
not, the doctrine taught by the Apostles and from 
them received by the primitive Catholic Church. 

Hence I have no concern with any objections, 
save those which respect the bare question of the 
FACT now under discussion. 





CHAPTER II. 


RESPECTING CERTAIN PASSAGES IN ATHANASIUS AND 
ORIGEN AND TERTULLIAN, WHICH HAVE BEEN AD- 
DUCED AS ESTABLISHING THE FACT OF THE HUMA- 
NITARIAN ANTITRINITARIANISM OF THE PRIMITIVE 
CHRISTIANS, 


Ir the mass of evidence already produced be of 
any weight in the scale of Trinitarianism, it may 
well seem strange: that, down to a compara- 
tively late period, the middle of the fourth cen- 
tury, a vast majority of the professed and admitted 
members of the Church Catholic should, never- 
theless, have uninterruptedly been, from the very 
beginning, a mighty body of strenuous doctrinal 
Antitrinitarians; who rejected with abhorrence 
the divinity of Christ, who denied the distinct 
personality of the Spirit, and who vehemently con- 
tended for the exclusive godhead of the Father. 

I. That certain innovators upon the primitive 
faith occasionally attempted to introduce specu- 
lations, which by the Catholic Church were from 
the very first deemed heretical; and that such 
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innovators guitted the communion of the Church 
from whose well defined doctrines they had apos- 
tatised, and henceforth formed themselves into 
separate sects or parties: is, indeed, a fact fami- 
liarly known to every student of ecclesiastical 
history. 

But, that the favourite tenets of certain of these 
innovators should always have been held by an in- 
calculable majority of believers within the pale of 
the Catholic Church down even so late as the 
age of Athanasius or the middle of the fourth cen- 
tury, may, with the evidence now before us, be 
reasonably deemed a paradox of most appalling 
dimensions. 

Yet, in this high field of theological adventure, 
it has pleased Dr. Priestley to expatiate with no 
small measure of triumphant confidence: and, 
under the express character of a diligent historian, 
he has claimed to adduce direct evidence in favour 
of the early Christians being generally what he 
denominates Unitarians ’. 

II. Concerning the blended Antitrinitarianism | 
and Humanitarianism of the primitive believers 
who constituted the Church Catholic of the first 
ages, Dr. Priestley is not a little positive. 

That the common people among Christians, says 
he, were actually Unitarians in the early ages, and 
believed nothing of the preexistence or divinity of 


* Hist. of Early gn book iii. chap. 13. sect. 2. 
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Christ before the Council of Nice, we have as ex- 
press testimony as can be desired in the case *. 

Now this express testimony is discovered in 
certain passages, which he has adduced from the 
writings of Tertullian and Origen and Athanasius. 

But the testimony of those Fathers, at least as 
it is exhibited by the historian, more especially 
the testimony of Tertullian and of Origen, stands 
in such strange and direct and paradoxical con- 
tradiction to the whole body of evidence which 
has passed in review before us, that it is im- 
possible to refrain from suspecting the existence 
either of some extraordinary misapprehension or 
of some unwarrantable misrepresentation. 

Such being the case, a minute and careful ex- 
amination of the passages in question, passages 
evidently by Dr. Priestley considered as his strong- 
hold, will not be deemed altogether useless: and 
I am the more led to undertake the task, partly 
because these passages have been repeatedly and 
triumphantly brought forward both by the historian 
himself and by his zealous followers, and partly 
because I do not recollect to have ever seen them 
discussed with that distinct and precise reference 
to the theory built upon them, which the just es- 
tablishment of the truth certainly requires. 


1 Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. sect. 2, Works 
vol. vi p. 485. 
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III. Dr. Priestley adduces his three authors in 
their regular chronological succession downward: 
first, Tertullian ; next, Origen; and, lastly, Atha- 
nasius. 

Agreeably, however, to the plan of arrangement, 
which, throughout the present discussion, I have 
been led to adopt, I shall exactly invert the 
downward order of chronological succession: and 
thus, beginning with the age of Athanasius, I shall 
trace upward, in the respective ages of Origen and 
Tertullian, that overwhelming majority of Unita- 
rians within the pale of the Church, if haply they 
can there be found to.have always existed, which, 
according to Dr. Priestley, characterised so emi- 
nently a period extending at the least from the 
latter end of the second century to the middle of | 
the fourth. 

This retrogressive mode of investigation I con- 
sider both the best and the fairest. For, if we 
cannot discover Dr. Priestley’s mass of catholic 
Unitarians in the age of Athanasius; it by no 
means therefore follows, that they existed not in 
the earlier age of Origen: and, if they should 
prove to be invisible in the age of Origen; we 
must not therefore too hastily conclude, that they 
are imperceptible in the yet earlier age of Ter- 
tullian. 

In short, if Dr. Priestley can retain the evidence 
of the more ancient Tertullian, as that evidence is 


ya 
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exhibited by himself in his History of Early Opi- 
nions : his friends will have small need to regret 
the loss of the evidence, which has been thought 
to be afforded by the Jess ancient Origen and 
Athanasius. 


VOL. II. C 


CHAPTER III. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY OF ATHANASIUS. 


Tue testimony of Athanasius, to THE MIGHTY PRE- 
VALENCE OF UNITARIANISM WITHIN THE PALE OF THE 
CATHOLIC CHURCH about the middle of the fourth 
century, is, according to Dr. Priestley, full and 
decisive and express. 

I subjoin the historian’s own account of the 
matter, as set forth in his own precise words. 

Athanasius also, like Tertullian, acknowledged : 
that the unitarian doctrine was very prevalent, among 
the lower class of people in his time. He calls them 
THE MANY: and he describes them, as persons of low 
understanding. 

It grieves, he says, those who stand up for the 
holy faith, that the multitude, and especially per- 
sons of low understanding, should be infected with 
those blasphemies. Things, that are sublime and 
difficult, are not to be apprehended except by 
faith: and ignorant people must fall, if they can- 
not be persuaded to rest in faith and to avoid 
curious questions. 
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This being the language of complaint, as well as 
that of Tertullian, it may be the more depended on 
for exhibiting a state of things very unfavourable to 
what was called THE ORTHODOXY Of that age. And 
it was not the doctrine of Arius, but that of Paulus 
Samosatensis, that Athanasius is here complain- 
ing of’. 

I. For the better estimation of the evidence 
here adduced by Dr. Priestley, it will be useful to 
impress upon the mind a clear idea, both ‘of his 
object, and of his mode of effecting his object. 

The object of Dr. Priestley is, to establish the 
alleged historical fact: that Humanitarian Antitri- 
nitarianism was the doctrine, not merely of a few 
innovating indwiduals, but of THE CATHOLIC CHURCH 
ITSELF, from the very beginning. 

And the establishment of this alleged fact he 
would accomplish, through the medium of a pro- 
posed historical demonstration : that Humanitarian 
Antttrinttartanism continued, IN UNBROKEN SUCCES- 
sion, to prevail, among the great body of unlearned 
and uncorrupted believers WITHIN THE VERY PALE 
OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH ITSELF, through the seve- 
ral ages of Tertullian and Origen, down even to 
the time of Athanasius; each individual having 
ALWAYS and FROM HIS VERY CRADLE professed such 
doctrine, as his father and his grandfather, recewing 


? Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. sect. 2. Works, vol. 
vi. p. 489. 
Cc 2 
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it from their predecessors, had, before him, professed 
at PERPETUALLY and INVARIABLY. 

Now, as this is plainly the sole medium, through 
which Dr. Priestley’s object can possibly be effected : 
so the citation from Athanasius, even as translated 
and given by himself, does not, in the slightest 
degree, further that object. On the contrary, 
nothing can be more evident, than that it is abso- 
lutely hostile to his theory : insomuch that, for the 
purpose of effectually subverting it, there is no 
passage which I should be more inclined to adduce 
than the present. 

Athanasius does not complain of the prevalence 
of an opinion, which yet he is constrained to 
acknowledge had aLways and FROM THEIR VERY 
INFANCY been the HEREDITARY opinion of an incal- 
culable majority of simple-minded believers wiTHIN 
THE PALE OF THE CHURCH ; the point, plainly neces- 
sary for Dr. Priestley’s purpose: but he laments ; 
that such innovators as the followers of Paul of 
Samosata should have succeeded in RECENTLY PER- 
VERTING some of the vulgar from THE ANCIENT 
APOSTOLIC FAITH, by taking advantage of their 
ignorance, and by thence the more easily perplex- 
ing them with captious abstract objections to the 
doctrine of the Trinity. 

Hence the whole evidence of the learned Father 
goes to shew; that the individuals in question had 
not ALWAYS been antitrinitarian Humanitarians, but 
that they had New.y become so through the in- 


rod 


CHAP. IIL] OF TRINITARIANISM. 21 


strumentality of these innovating teachers : and, 
what Athanasius complains of or rather what he 
laments, is, not their confessed ABORIGINAL error, 
but their mere well-known RECENT perversion. 

The wnovation of Paul of Samosata, says he, 
which attempts to overturn the great mystery re- 
specting Christ, grieved the holy Synod. And it 
now also grieves those who stand up for the holy 
faith: inasmuch as, respecting the self-same blas- 
phemies, it still injures the many, and most especi- 
ally those who are low in understanding. For 
matters, which are great and difficult of apprehen- 
sion, are received by faith toward God. Whence 
those, who are impotent in knowledge, FALL AWAY, 
unless they can be persuaded to contINUE in the 
faith and to avoid curious questions.—But we ex- 
hort you, as also we exhort ourselves, to guard THE 
FAITH WHICH HAS BEEN HANDED DOWN, and to turn 
away from unhallowed Nove.ties '. 


‘"EXbwee pey ny dylay obvodoy Habhov roi Zapooérewe 
caoropla, 16 peya pvorhpiov ro kara Xpiorév dvarpémewy Et 
xepotoa’ Aumei BE Kal viv rode dvrexopévouc rijc dylag rierewc, 
4 wep) ray abrov Braognpdy Bddrrovea rode modXods, HaAdoTA 
robe #Aarrwpévouc xepi ry obveow. Ta yap peydda xal dvexa- 
rdAqera rév xpaypdrur, xioret rH xpoc Tov Oxdv, NapBdverar. 
“Ober of xepl my yraow ddvvarobvrec dxoxlerovaw, ei pi) eLo- 
Ocicy éppévery rf wlorer kai rag mepiépyoue Cnrhoec éxrpémecBur 
—Hapawoiper 3¢ uiv, dep kai tavroig mapawvodper, ry wapa- 
eobcioay wiorwy puddrrey, éxrpémeaat dé rite BePiAoug Kavogu- 
viag, Athan. de Incarn. Verb. cont. Paul. Samosat. Oper. 
vol. i. p. 461. 
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Such is the attestation of Athanasius, when 
fully given, and when accurately exhibited in an 
english dress. 

1. The doctrine of Paul, which at that time 
was still injuring various individuals among the 
ignorant vulgar, he pronounces to be AN INNOVA- 
TION: and, on that precise ground of its novelty, 
he exhorts all christian believers to guard the 
faith which had been handed down from the apos- 
tolic age and to turn away from the upstart specu- 
lations of the Samosatenian. 

Now such language is plainly inconsistent with 
the position which Dr. Priestley would establish. 

For, if it had been a well-known fact; that 
The great majority of beltevers WITHIN THE PALE OF 
THE CHURCH had aLWays, both FROM THEIR VERY 
CRADLES, ad IN UNBROKEN SUCCESSION FROM THEIR 
FOREFATHERS, been antitrintarian Humanitartans : 
Athanasius could never have idly talked of their 
having been ¢jured by the blasphemous INNo- 
VATION Of Paul of Samosata. 

The very word iyured implies the previous 
maintenance of a directly opposite theological 
system: and the very term zznovation contradicts 
the notion of unbroken perpetuity. 

Had the multitude from their infancy, like their 
fathers and their fathers’ fathers before them, in- 
variably and immutably held the system of Paul : 
that system could not have been said to have i- 
jured them; for, in such a supposed case, it 
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would have simply left them as it found them. 
And, had it been an universally notorious fact; 
that The system in question, though now somewhat 
out of fashion among the philosophising Fathers, 
had been regularly handed down, WITHIN THE PALE 
or THE CHURCH, from the very time and on the very 
authority of the Apostles themselves, IN UNBROKEN 
AND UNCHANGING SUCCESSION, by the great majority 
of believers: Athanasius, in a public controversy, 
could never have dared to call it an innovation ; 
for it is obvious, that phraseology of this descrip- 
tion must have respected, not the truth or the 
Jalsehood of a voctrine, but the truth or the false- 
hood of a bare vact, concerning which every indi- 
vidual would be fully capable of forming a compe- 
tent judgment. 

2. Thus, even on the first inspection, the gene- 
ral tenor of the language employed by Athanasius 
distinctly imports: that These ignorant and fickle 
persons had relinquished their oricinau faith and 
had recently adopted a NEw system instead of it. 

But the point is decided, if it require any de- 
cision, both by the import of a Greek verb which 
the learned Father has carefully introduced into 
his account of the matter, and by the tenor of a 
phrase which he has placed in studied opposition 
to the Greek verb in question. 

(1.) This verb, very defectively in sense and 
very inaccurately in mood, Dr. Priestley translates 
must fall’. 


* Gr. dromixrovow. 
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But even such a management of the word will 
not avail him. For, if, in the judgment of Atha- 
nasius, the ignorant individuals, under particular 
circumstances, must fall: they must also, previous 
to this their inevitable fall, have, in his judgment, 
stood. 

Still more, then, shall we discern the palpable 
irrelevancy of the passage to Dr. Pniestley’s pur- 
pose, when, in sense and in mood, the verb is 
justly translated. 

Those, says Athanasius, who are tmpotent in 
knowledge, FALL AWAY OF FALL OFF OF APOSTATISE. 

Such is the proper rendering of the compound 
Greek verb employed by the zealous Father. 

The impotent in knowledge fall away or apos- 
tatise from something which they had previously 
maintained. 

What, then, was the doctrine, from which these 
ignorant persons fell away, in consequence of their 
being perplexed by the captious objections or 
curious questions of Paul’s antitrinitarian disci- 
ples ? 

Certainly, it was the doctrine, which they had 
previously held: and, no less certainly, the doc- 
trine, which they had previously held, was the 
precise doctrine received and defended by Atha- 
NASTUS. 

Hence it is abundantly manifest, that Their 
PREVIOUSLY MAINTAINED doctrine, from which they 
AFTERWARD FELL AWAY. 6#éq Samosatenian Antitrini- 


tarianism, was the “ios Holy Trinity 
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viewed as including that of Christ's essential god- 
head. 

(2.) Accordingly, Athanasius places a very im- 
portant phrase in studied opposition to the Greek 
verb which he introduces '. 

This phrase Dr. Priestley has translated ¢o rest 
in faith: and he evidently wishes to exhibit it, as 
importing, what he would deem a blind acquiescence 
and servile prostration of the intellect to a matter 
required to be believed without any sufficient tes- 
timony. 

But the phrase itself, which Athanasius has mi- 
nutely and verbally borrowed from Holy Writ, 
bears no such sense as that which Dr. Priestley 
would impose upon it *. Its import is: not to rest 
in faith, or implicitly to acquiesce in some matter 
which we are required to believe; but to continue 
in the faith, or to persevere in the profession of 
sound Christianity °. 

Those, says Athanasius, who are impotent in 


) Gr. iupévew rf wiares. 

* Tapaxadudvrec gupévery rij wiores. Act. xiv. 22. Etye ém- 
pivere rij lores, reBepeuwpévor kal ESpaior. Coloss. i. 28. 

* Athanasius himself, in the immediately subsequent con- 
text, explains his own meaning. 

'O piv yap Cnrav rit txép éavrdv, émexivdvvoc 6 d8 roig 
rapadobciaty iupérwr, dxtvduvoc. Athan. de Incar. Verb. Oper. 
vol. i. p. 461. 

Here, 6 82 roi¢ xapadoOeioty éupérwy answers, and explains, 
ippévery rj wiorer: as, in the next clause, rv wapatoBcioay 
alerw corresponds with roic apadoBetow. 
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knowledge, FALL AWAY, unless they can be persuaded 
TO CONTINUE IN THE FAITH. 

In this clause, the opposition clearly lies, be- 
tween the verb fall away, and the phrase contsnue | 
in the faith: and the antithesis is so employed by 
Athanasius, that, unless we wilfully close our eyes, 
it is quite impossible to mistake his necessary 
meaning. 

He would persuade the ignorant persons ¢o con- 
tinue in the faith, which hitherto they had always 
professed. But, being easily perverted through 
their impotence in knowledge, they unhappily fad 
away or apostatise. 

They originally held the catholic faith of the 
Trinity. But, from this their first faith, they 
subsequently fell away into the Samosatenian novelty 
of Antitrinitarianism. 

II. Dr. Priestley, however, from the language 
of Athanasius, is willing to believe, not merely 
that a few unstable individuals, but that the muléi- 
tude collectively, were staunch Unipersonalists : 
and he inclines to think, that what he calls the 
complaint of the great Alexandrian exhibits a state 
of things very unfavourable to the orthodoxy of 
that age. 

If it so please him, let the historian of Early 
Opinions reckon up these Unipersonalists by thou- 
sands and by millions: still his theological arith- 
metic can never establish the ract which he has 
undertaken to establish. 
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The supposed swarms of Antitrinitarians will 
still be mere RECENT APosTaTEs from the faith which 
they ORIGINALLY HELD. 

No controversial alchemy can transmute them, 
what is obviously necessary for the establishment 
of Dr. Priestley’s alleged ract, into an UNDEVIATING 
and UNBROKEN succession of PERPETUAL impugners 
of Christ's godhead, WITHIN THE PALE OF THE CATHO- 
uc cHuRCH, from the apostolic age itself down to 
the time of Athanasius. 

The persons in question jirst held the faith of 
the Trinity: afterward, they fell away from it, 
being injured (as Athanasius testifies) by the inno- 
vating disciples of Paul of Samosata. 

Hence, even if we concede to Dr. Priestley the 
entire multitude in the days of Athanasius, I see 
not, how he will be any nearer to the establish- 
ment of his alleged racr: and as little do I see, 
how the language of that Father exhibits a state 
of things very unfavourable to the cause of ab- 
stract orthodoxy. 

According to the necessary purport of the cita- 
tion, which Dr. Priestley, however imperfectly and 
inaccurately, has himself made from the Works of 
Athanasius, he will only have gained @ multitude 
of declared apostates to Samosatentic Antitrinita- 
rianism from their oricinaL faith in the Holy Tri- 
nity: and this acquisition will leave, if I mistake 
not, the abstract truth of what is familiarly called 
Orthodoxy altogether unimpaired. 

12 
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III. That the present very obvious answer would 
be given to his pretended proof from Athanasius, 
Dr. Priestley seems to have been fully aware. 

Hence, in a subsequent part of his history, we 
are assured: that the antitrinitarian teachers of 
that period did not MAKE men converts to their 
opinions; but that, zo doubt, they rounp them 
already staunch Unipersonalists '. 

Clearly ¢hés is the very hinge, upon which the 
whole question turns: but then the degree of 
value, which we ought to attach to Dr. Priestley’s 
somewhat peremptory phrase No povust, is best 
determined by the express testimony of Athanasius 
himself. 

Now that Father, as we have seen, positively 
assures us: that Zhe vulgar Samosatenians of his 
day were aposTaTES from the faith which they had 
ONncE held. 

It is clear, therefore: that their new teachers 
did not rinp them Unipersonalists already (as Dr. 
Priestley, on authorities best known to himself, 
pronounces to have been No poust the case); but 
that they MADE them so, by a recent perversion from 
their originally opposite tenets ?. 


» Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 16. sect. 1. Works, 
vol, vii. p. 12. 

2 Exactly the same remark equally applies to the opposition, 
encountered in Asia, by Basil and the two Gregories and Cyril 


of Jerusalem. 
On 


a 
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IV. We may well, however, be permitted to 
doubt, whether the multitude in the days of 


On this opposition, as if it greatly tended to vindicate his own 
speculations, Dr. Priestley expatiates with much satisfaction. 

But, in truth, the sole pertinent question is: Who were the 
opponents of these ancient catholic Bishops? Were their opponents 
ORIGINALLY Anttrinitarians, by hereditary descent, who, with 
their antitrinitartan fathers before them, had always, without any 
censure, flourished within the pale of the Universal and Aposto- 
ical Church? Or did their opponents Become Antitrinitartans 
by an apostasy from their previous Trinitarianism ? 

In a passage, most infelicitously cited by Dr. Priestley him- 
self, Cyril affords the desired answer to this question. 

Noy d€ éorly ATIOZTAZIA’ AITEZTHZAN yap of &rOpwroe 
Tic OpOic xlorewc. Kal oi pev viowaropigy xarayyéAXovew’ oi 
cé rov Xptoroy & ob Oyrwy ei¢ ro elvac wapeveyOévra Every 
roApa@ot. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. xv. p. 162. 

Now there is an apostasy: for men HAVE APOSTATISED 
from the right faith. Inasmuch as some maintain the personal 
tdentity of the Father and the Son: while others dare to say, 
that the Christ was called into existence from a state of non- 
extstence. 

Whatever might be the number of these declared apostaTEs 
from their own original faith in the Trinity, and however loud and 
fierce might have been their clamours : I see not, how their exist- 
ence can at all tend to establish Dr. Priestley’s favourite theory. 

For such a purpose, they and their fathers before them, 
WITHIN THE PALE OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH, and IN UNBROKEN 
SUCCESSION FROM THE APOSTOLIC AGE, ought demonstratively to 
have been UNVARYING and UNCHANGING and sTRICTLY HEREDI- 
TARY Antitrinitarians. Whereas Cyril expressly informs us: 
that they were MERE RECENT avostates from the right faith ; 
which right faith, consequently, they must themselves have 
HELD previous to their declared and notorious AposTasy. 

Had 
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Athanasius can be conceded to Dr. Priestley ; 
little as such an acquisition, under such circum- 
stances, would benefit the cause which he has 
espoused. 

1. In his zeal for Humanitarianism, Dr. Priestley 
seems to have forgotten the historical impossibility, 
that the entire multitude, or even a great majority 
of the multitude, should at that time have pro- | 
fessed the tenets advocated by Paul of Samosata. 

The prevalent aberration from the faith, in the 
days of Athanasius, was not that species of Anti- 
trinitarianism, which Dr. Priestley fancies to be 
identical with primitive Christianity : but, on the 
contrary, as every student of ecclesiastical history 
well knows, it was the system of opinions advanced 
and propagated by Arius and his followers. 

If, then, with Dr. Priestley, we suppose the mul- 
titude to have been Samosatenian Antitrinitarians, 
it will be difficult to comprehend, how Arianism 
could have spread so very widely, as history testi- 
fies it to have spread. 

2. In truth, a little plain common sense may 
teach us: that, when Athanasius speaks of the 
injury accruing to the many from the blasphemous 


Had Asia even overflowed with religionists thus circum- 
stanced: the fact would have been no way beneficial to the 
cause advocated by Dr. Priestley. But, in truth, the testimony 
of Cyril is positively hostile to his speculation: for the very 
proceas of apostasy establishes, by plain necessity, the priorily 


of the Faith whence the a an 
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novelties of Paul and his disciples, he does not 
mean to say; that Either the entire multitude, or 
even an immense majority of it, had apostatised, from” 
their original faith, to the upstart speculations of 
the Samosatenian ; but that The poison was swal- 
lowed chiefly by individuals of that particular class. 

Some of these, it seems, perplexed by the ab- 
stract subtleties of their new teachers and impo- 
tent in theological knowledge, aposTaTisED to 
Antitrinitarianism : and thus, as Athanasius speaks, 
refusing to avoid curious questions, they ceased to 
conTINUE in the original faith once delivered to 
the saints. 


CHAPTER IV. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY OF ORIGEN. 


But, although Athanasius has proved only a 
treacherous ally to Dr. Priestley, it does not there- 
fore follow, that Origen, who flourished about a 
century earlier, may not render him somewhat 
better service. 

Accordingly, to the important alleged fact which 
the Historian of Early Opinions has undertaken 
to establish, the testimony of that Father is stre- 
nuously claimed, both by Dr. Priestley himself, 
and likewise by a yet more recent author who 
combats under the masquerading appellation of 
Another Barrister’. 

I. The supposed testimony of Origen is found 
in no less than three several concurring passages, 
all of which present themselves in his Commentary 
upon the Gospel according to St. John. 

These passages I subjoin, translated with as 


‘ The Work of this author is entitled, Letters in defence of 
Unitartanism by another Barrister. 
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much accuracy as I can command: for I venture 
to esteem my own version somewhat more exact, 
either than that of Dr. Priestley, or than that of 
the anonymous Barrister '. 

1. The first passage occurs in the first tome or 
section of the diligent Father's Commentary: and 
it consists of two parts, separated from each other 
by the intervention of certain matter which will 
hereafter be noticed. 

And this it was fit to know, that, as the Law 
affords a shadow of good things to come, made mani- 
fest by the Law which is preached according to the 
truth : 80 likewise the Gospel, which is thought to be 
understood by all those who address themselves to it, 
teaches a shadow of the Mysteries of Christ. But, 
what John calls THE EVERLASTING GOSPEL, er what 
might fitly be styled THE SPIRITUAL GOSPEL, clearly 
sets forth, to those who understand it, all things, 
even before their very faces, concerning the Son of 
God.— 

Wherefore it is necessary to christianise, both 
spiritually and corporeally. And, where indeed it is 
Jit to preach the corporeal Gospel, saying to the 
carnal that We know nothing save Jesus Christ and 
him crucified : this must be done by us. But, when 


* As I carefully give, in the margin, the original Greek of 
all the three passages, according to the plan uniformly followed 
throughout the present Work, every lettered reader, without 
any further trouble to himself, will be able to pronounce upon 
the accuracy of my translation. 

VOL. Il. D 
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they shall be found firmly compacted in the Spirit 
and bringing forth fruit in it: then, as loving the 
heavenly wisdom, we may tmpart to them of the 
Word ascending up again, from having been incar- 
nate, to the state in which he was with God in the 
beginning '. 

2. The second passage occurs in the second 
tome of the same Commentary. 

Thus some, indeed, partake of the Word which 
was in the beginning, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God: as Hosea, and Isaiah, and 
Jeremiah, or tf any other person has set himself forth 
to be such, as the Word of the Lord, or that the 
Word came to him. But others, who know nothing 
save Jesus Christ and him crucified, even the Word 
that was made flesh, thinking that this is the whole 


' Kai rovro 6€ eidévat éypijy, Sri, Sowep Eori vdpoc oxiay wap- 
Exo roy pedrXOvrwy ayabar, ¥xo rov car’ adnOaay karayyed- 
Aopévov vdpov OnAoupervwy, olTw kai evayyéALoy oKay pvoTHpley 
Xptorov dtddoxet, ro voutlopevoy ¥xd xdyruw Tay évrvyyxavdy- 
trey voricba. “O dé gnoiv "Iwaryne ebayyeXory aiwnoy, oixelwe 
dy AexOnodpevrovy xvevpariKxoy, cage waplornot roi¢ voover ra 
wuyra Evwroy rept abrov rou Yiov rov Ocov.— 

Atdxep dvayxaioy TVEVLATKOE Kal owparuec xptoriaviley* 
kal, Srov pév xp) TO cwparuKoy Knpvocety evayyédory, dacKorra, 
pndey elvac (lege eidévar), roic capxixorc, } "Inoovy Xproroy cai 
rovroy éoravpwptvoy, rovro xownréoy’ éxay O€ evpeOGot Karnpric- 
pévoe rp Hvevpare xal caprogopovyrec év airy, épevréc re ric 
ovpariov coplac, peracoréoy abroic rov Adyou éxaveXOdrroc, dxo 
rov cecapxeoba, Eg’ 5 hy ev doy xpog rov Gedy. Orig. Com- 
ment. in Johan. tom. i. Oper. vol. ii. p. 9. Rothomag. 1668. 


a 
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of the Word, know Christ only according to the 
Jlesh. Now this is the multitude of those, who are 
commonly reckoned to believe '. 

3. The third passage likewise occurs in the 
second tome of the Commentary. 

The multitudes of those, who are commonly reck- 
oned to believe, are instructed in the shadow of the 
Word, and not in the true Word who is in the 
opened heaven’. 

II. These three passages have been professedly 
adduced by Dr. Priestley, and from him have been 
implicitly copied by the anonymous Barrister, for 
the avowed purpose of gaining the testimony of 
antiquity to the once almost universal prevalence 
of their own favourite scheme of doctrine within 
the pale of the Catholic Church. 

According to Dr. Priestley, they afford direct 
evidence: that The gentile Christians were gene- 


* Otrw roivyy of pev rete peréxovewy abrod rob ev dexs 
Aéyov, cal xpig rv Ocdy Adyou, cal Ocod Adyov, Seep "Dont 
ral 'Heatac cal "Tepyslag kai et rec Erepoc rowiror tavrdy wapio- 
moey, de rév Aéyor Kupiow, #) riv Adyor yeréoBar xpic abrév’ 
Erepoe 38 of pnBéy eiddrec et pi) "Inoody Xpordv cal rovrov éorav- 
puntroy, riv yerduevor odpxa Adyar, rb way voploarrec elvar 
15 Aéyov, Xptoréy cara odpxa pdvoy yivwexover rowiroy dé 
dore rd xhiiGog rey xemorevaévat vourfopévwv, Orig. Comment. 
in Joban. tom. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 49. 

* Td 88 xAhOn roy wemiorevxévar vopiLopévur, rH oxg rod 
Aéyov, kal oby) rg dAnOig Adyy Ocod év rg dvepyér obparg 
reyydivorrt, paSnreberar. Orig. Comment. in Johan. tom. ii. 
Oper. vol. ii. p. 52. 

p2 
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rally Unitarians, who rejected with abhorrence the 
doctrine of our Lord’s divinity’. 

According to the anonymous Barrister, They 
manifest the very same state of things or one highly 
similar to it, as existing alike in the days of Origen 
and in the days of Tertullian ; Origen, though partly 
contemporary with Tertullian, having lived through 
some years later: and their special utility is this ; 
that They take away all doubt as to the meaning 
both of the language of Origen and of the language 
of Tertullian, clearly establishing what was the belief 
of the multitude in the Christian World at the times 
when they respectively composed the Works tn which 
these several passages occur *. 

The testimony of Origen, in short, is alleged by 
Dr. Priestley and the Barrister, as fully establish- 
ing the important fact: that, At the time when 
Origen flourished or about the middle of the third 
century, the great majority of Christians, WITHIN 
THE PALE OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH, both STILL WERE, 
and FROM THEIR VERY CRADLES HAD ALWAYS BEEN, 
strenuous Antitrinitarians ; who, while the philoso- 
phising and semipaganising Fathers were diligently 
engaged tn the unholy labour of its corrupt tntro- 
duction, steadily rejected with honest abhorrence the 
novel doctrine of our Lord’s divinity *. 


* Hist. of Early Opin. book iti. chap. 13. sect. 2. Works, 
vol. vi. p. 483. 

2 Letters by another Barrister, p- 276, 277. 

* It might seem, own opinion was in very 
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IIL. In themselves, torn away from their context 
and exhibited (as Dr. Priestley and the Barrister 


tolerable keeping with his testimony. At least, so we are 
informed by those, who profess to have studied the subject. 

Dr. Priestley and Mr. Lindsey and the anonymous Barrister 
have adduced Origen, as speaking unfavourably of the proper 
divinity of Christ. 

Their alleged ground for this adduction is: that he pro- 
ounces the Father to be alone The Self-existent Being or to 
be alone God absolutely ; while he considers Christ, as being 
simply 4 subordinate God or A God merely by the appointment 
of the Supreme God and Father. Priestley’s Hist. of Early 
Opin. book ii. chap. 4. Works, vol. vi. p. 253, 254. Lindsey’s 
Sequel to Apol. p. 198, 199. Letters by another Barrister, 
p- 19, 20. 

I. These writers, I fear, must be charged, either with a total 
misapprehension, or with a deliberate perversion, of the learned 
Alexandrian. 

1. Through the medium of a criticism on the use of the 
Greek Article, Origen states: that the title of O @EOX, or of 
Gop with the Article prefixed to the name, is the most fitly 
applied to the Father ; because, in the economy of the Godhead, 
the Father alone is Aird@eoc or God of himself: while the title 
of GEO simply, or of Gop without the Article prefixed to the 
name, is more properly applied to the Son; because the Son is 
not God of himself, but Ged of the substance of the Father. 

Even delegated rulers, he goes on to argue, may be cata- 
chrestically called gods, as they sometimes actually are so called 
in Scripture, merely as a sort of earthly images or representa- 
tions of the Most High. 

But the Word, though not Aird8eoc or God of himself, is, by 
filiation from the substance of the Father, God properly and 
essentially, the archetypal image of many images, God eternally 
remaining with God in never ceasing contemplation of the 
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exhibit them) in a perfectly insulated state, the 
passages, cited from Origen, are dark and obscure : 


paternal profundity. Orig. Comment. in Johan. tom. ii. Oper. 
vol. ti. p. 45—47. 

2. Whatever may be thought of Origen’s criticism on the use 
of the Article, he assuredly builds upon it no doctrine save that 
which the Church Catholic has in all ages maintained: the 
doctrine, namely ; that The Father atone ts God of himself; 
while the Son and the Spirit are eternal emanations from the 
primordial Fountain of Deity, each alike being God, not merely 
‘by delegation, but strictly and properly and essentially, tnas- 
much as each ts alike consubstantial mith the Father. See below, 
book ii. chap. 9, 10. 

Hence I perceive not, how the criticism of Origen, as avow- 
edly employed by himself, can at all benefit the cause of 
modern Antitrinitarianism. Let its abstract merits be what 
they may, he builds upon it, not the speculation wherewithal 
our three writers would saddle him, but simply the doctrine 
which the Catholic Church has invariably held and has invari- 
ably handed down from the very beginning. 

IT. I subjoin Origen’s distinct assertion, both of The preéxist- 
ence of the Word, and of The eternal existence of the Word. 

Tlpog rov Ocoy ob TINETAI (6 Acyoc), we mpérepoy otk dy 
mpoc airéy’ rapa de ro AEI SYNEINALI ro Ilarpi, Aéyerar, Kai 
6 Adyoog HN apdc rov Osdy. Ob ydp ETENETO zpoc ror 
Oedy* Kai ravrov pia, ro HN, rov Adyov xarnyopeira, dre év 
dpyn HN «ai dre xpoc rov Ocoy HN, ore ric dpxiic ywptlope- 
voc, oure row Ilarpoc droXNerxopevoc. Kal, xaduy, ovre axo rou 
MH EINAI ev dpyy, TINOMENOZ év apyy’ oure, axo rou MH 
TYTXANEIN «poc rov Ocor, éxl ry xpoc rov Ocow elyac TINO- 
MENOZ: xpo yap wavro¢g xpévov Kai aldvoc, ev dpyn HN 6 
Adyog xai 6 Adyoc HN apo¢g rov Gedy. Orig. Comment. in 
Johan. tom. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 45. 


Through the on Oe on the import of 
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nor can their obscurity be dispelled, unless we 
advert, partly to the usages of the Church as they 
stood in the age of that Father, partly to the con- 
text and thence evident drift of the passages them- 
selves, and partly to the distinct and unambiguous 
testimony even of this very Origen as to what 
was really in his time the universal faith of the 
Church Catholic. 

Unfortunately, so obvious a mode of elucidation 
seems never to have occurred either to Dr. Priest- 
ley or to the Barrister. 


the two words Eip) and Divoyac, it is here distinctly asserted 
of the Son: both that He is uncreated, and that He had eternally 
before all time coéxisted with the Father. 

That the enquirer may form a just estimate either of the 
historical competency or of the theological good faith of Dr. 
Priestley and Mr. Lindsey and the anonymous Barrister, I think 
it right to state: that this assertion of Origen is taken out of 
the identical collective passage, whence those three writers have 
learned ; that, in the judgment of that Father, Christ is not God 
properly and essentially, but that He is only a creature invested 
with the character of an oficial god by the appointment of the 
Supreme God. 

If, when, on the strength of the immediate context, our 
three writers described Origen as speaking unfavourably of the 
proper divinity of Christ, they had never read this decisive pas- 
sage: the prudent inquirer will know how to value, their bis- 
torical carefulness, and thence their historical competency. 

If, on the contrary, when giving such an account of Origen's 
sentiments, they actually had read this decisive passage: the 
pradent inquirer will equally know how to value their theo- 
logical good faith and honesty. 

12 
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With a perfect disregard both of context and of 
circumstances, dipping into the Work of Origen 
instead of diligently reading it, these two super- 
ficial writers have hastily pitched upon certain 
passages, which, through a complete misapprehen- 
sion of their import, they have unskilfully deemed 
favourable to the cause of modern Humanitarian- 
ism: and the disgraceful consequence has been a 
blunder, extraordinary alike in its character and 
in its dimensions. 

THE COLLECTIVE MULTITUDE OF CHRISTIAN CATE- 
CHUMENS, TO WHOM, IN THE COURSE OF THEIR GRA- 
DUAL THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTION, THE RECONDITE DOC- 
TRINES OF CHRIST'S GODHEAD AND THE TRINITY HAD 
NOT AS YET BEEN COMMUNICATED, they have each, 
on the one hand, mistaken for A NOBLE ARMY OF 
HEREDITARY AND NEVER DEVIATING ANTITRINITARIAN 
CONFESSORS, WHO, FROM THEIR VERY CRADLES, HAD 
REJECTED WITH ABHORRENCE THE DOCTRINE OF OUR 
LORD'S DIVINITY: while, on the other hand, THOSE 
MORE FULLY INSTRUCTED CHRISTIANS, WHO HAD BEEN 
BAPTISED AND INITIATED INTO THE ANCIENT ECCLE- 
SIASTICAL MYSTERIES, they have each pronounced 
to be THE PHILOSOPHISING VOTARIES OF ORIGEN AND 
TERTULLIAN AND OTHER MISCHIEVOUS INNOVATORS 
FROM THE TIME OF JUSTIN DOWNWARD, WHO WERE 
ENDEAVOURING TO INTRODUCE INTO THE CHURCH THE 
THEN NOVEL AND GENERALLY OPPOSED THEORY OF THE 
TRINITY. 


1. I have —_ wae historical testi- 
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mony, had occasion to notice at some length a 
very remarkable and a very ancient institution of 
the Christian Church, which was in full vigour 
during the times of Origen and Tertullian, and 
which bore among the faithful the name of THE 
MYSTERIES. 

The title of this institution by no means im- 
ported, that certain doctrines were confided only 
to a few master-minds, while from the bulk of 
vulgar believers they were carefully concealed : 
on the contrary, its principle was merely the very 
simple and the very rational principle of gradual 
instruction. 

While in training under the care of the episco- 
pally appointed Catechist, the Catechumens were, 
for a considerable time, admitted into little beyond 
the generalities of sincere religion. During this 
preparatory stage, the rabble of pagan deities was 
made to give place to the one Almighty Cause of 
all things : a future state of rewards and punish- 
ments, according to the conduct of men during 
their day of probation in this world, was declared 
and enforced on the authority of a divine revela- 
tion: and Christ was exhibited to them, as the 
great appointed teacher of righteousness and as the 
holy prophet of the new and better covenant. 

But, when the Catechumens were judged to 
have become sufficiently perfect in these prelimi- 
nary matters, when their godly sincerity had been 
fully evinced by the correct sanctity of their 
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demeanour, and when they were found to love 
the heavenly wisdom and to desire yet further 
communications of it in order to their complete 
admission into the Church by the initiatory rite of 
Baptism: then, with the season of Lent, com- 
menced another series of catechetical lectures, 
which, in the course of forty days, imparted to 
them what were deemed the secrets of the Christ- 
ian Mysteries. 

First and foremost of these secrets, itself so 
preéminently the grand secret as to be sometimes 
by writers on the subject even exclusively particu- 
larised, stood the doctrine of the Holy Trinity : 
and with it was inseparably connected, as imme- 
diately emanating from it and as specially de- 
pendent upon it, the doctrine of Christ’s incarnate 
godhead. -From the palmary secret of the Trinity 
branched out the entire system of evangelical 
peculiarities, each of which was counted a subor- 
dinate and dependent secret of the Mysteries: 
and the whole conjointly formed the subject of 
those instructions, which were at length communi- 
cated to the more advanced Catechumens who 
were about to be illuminated or baptised. 

In short, as the first series of lectures treated 
only of the generalities of the Christian Dispensa- 
tion: so the second series of lectures professed to 
set forth its peculiarities, under the technical aspect 
of an initiation into the Mysteries. 

The adoption of such a plan produced the neces- 
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sary result, that the great multitude of the junior 
Catechumens were ignorant of the doctrines of the 
Trinity and Christ’s godhead, except so far as they 
might accidentally have caught some glimpses of 
their existence: while, to every individual who 
had been fully instructed and who had been sub- 
sequently baptised, these doctrines were of course 
perfectly familiar. 

Hence, according to their progress in theologi- 
cal knowledge, the collective body of believers 
was divided into two classes: .the class of Those 
who were as yet instructed only in the shadow of the 
Word, as Origen speaks ; and the class of Those 
who had been made acquainted with the true Word 
in the opened heaven. 

2. To this usage of the Catholic Church, the 
passages from Origen, which have been so dis- 
gracefully misunderstood by the Historian and 
the Barrister, most undoubtedly refer. 

Any person, indeed, who merely reads them 
with the then existing usage of the Catholic 
Church in his mind, will immediately perceive the 
allusion. But the matter is put out of all possible 
dispute by the entire tenor of their context: a 
circumstance, which Dr. Priestley and his follower 
must themselves have perceived, had they taken 
the very ordinary trouble of perusing that context 
in connection with the familiar usage of the Church 
in the second and third centuries. 

(1.) Of the three parallel passages which have 
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been cited from Origen, the first and earliest, as 
might naturally be expected, furnishes a key to 
the whole. For, when we examine its immediate 
context, we shall clearly perceive : that that Fa- 
ther, speaking in his character of a Catechist, 
merely sets forth the comparative ignorance of 
those numerous Catechumens, who as yet had not 
been instructed in the doctrines of the Trinity 
and the Incarnation; such doctrines, as we have 
already seen, being communicated to Christian 
Aspirants only during the forty days which im- 
mediately preceded their baptismal initiation. 
Almost at the commencement of his Commen- 
tary on the Gospel according to St. John, having 
stated how he had wholly devoted himself to the 
service of God, and having intimated that the 
Gospel at large was the very cream of the whole 
inspired volume, Origen mentions his residence at 
Alexandria, where he long presided in the import- 
ant office of a Catechist'. Here, what could I do 
better, he asks, than dedicate the cream of my life 
to what may well be called the cream of Scripture? ? 


1 In his office of Catechist at Alexandria, Origen succeeded 
his master Clement, as Clement had succeeded his own master 
Pantenus: and Pantenus himself was the first Catechist there 
after the Apostles. Origen was appointed to the office by 
Demetrius of Alexandria. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vi. c. 2, 
3, 6, 8. 

? Comment. in Johan. tom. i. Oper. vol. ii. p. 3, 4. I have 
used the English word cream in its proverbial sense, as best 
expressing the idea of Origen’s dxapyi. 
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He then expatiates at some length upon the 
idea, which he had started. 

And he finally winds up the whole by saying: 
that, de the Gospel in general was the cream of all 
the Scriptures, so the Gospel of John in particular 
was the cream of all the other Gospels; for John, 
who wrote the last and the most perfectly, set forth 
the divinity of his Lord more clearly and more 
distinctly than any one of his three predecessors '. 

After these preliminaries, adopting the then 
fashionable phraseology of the Mysteries, he re- 
marks: that Every one, who had been initiated, 
lives no longer himself, but Christ lives in him. 
And he adds, in allusion to the sacred speech of 
the hierophant: that The Gospel is an oration, 
which propounds to the Catechumen matters exhil- 
arating on account of their profitableness’*. 

Having thus characteristically introduced the 
topic of catechumenical instruction, he soon pro- 
ceeds to treat more largely of its principles. 

Even to many of those, he observes, who flou- 
tished before the advent of Christ, and who from 


* Comment. in Johan. p. 4—6. 

* Comment. in Johan. p. 6. Gr. wag 6 rereewpévoc. The 
word rereXewpévoc is technically allusive to the TéAn or Mys- 
teries. Every Epopt was styled perfect. 

* Comment. in Johan. p. 6. Gr. rév dxovovra. The phrase 
& drotwy was the technical appellation of a Catechumen. Au- 
dientes et Auditores, says Rhenanus on Tertullian, ea @tas vo- 
cabat Catechumenos. Tertull. de poenit. Oper. p. 481. For 
this remark, he cites the authority of Cyprian. 
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being babes had been rendered more perfect by 
initiation ', such as the Patriarchs and Moses and 
the Prophets, the coming of the Saviour was by 
no means unknown: though the less instructed 
were wont to entertain but obscure notions re- 
specting it. And, in a similar manner, even after 
his corporeal manifestation upon earth, certain 
discourses, which may properly be termed peda- 
gogical and which are a sort of precursors of 
Christ, are still fitly delivered to babes in know- 
ledge : since, as yet, they are under preceptors, 
and have not hitherto arrived at the fulness of the 
time of their initiation. To these persons, who 
have not been initiated into the higher Mysteries 
of the Gospel, the Son, who is the glorified God 
the Word, hath not as yet been declared. For 
he expects, that a requisite preparation should be 
undergone by those, who are about to be intro- 
duced to the recondite doctrine of his divinity *. 
And this tt was fit to know (we are now, after 
passing through the antecedent context, arrived 
at the jirst part of the earliest of the three passages 
cited by Dr. Priestley and the Barrister): This it 
was fit to know, that, as the Law affords a shadow 
of good things to come, made manifest by the Law 
which ts preached according to the truth: so likewise 
the Gospel, which 1s thought to be understood by 


’ Comment. in Johan. p. 8. Gr. roic reAeworépotc, a technical 
expression of the Mysteries. 
* Comment. in Johan. p. 8, 9. 
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all those who address themselves. to it, teaches a 
shadow of the Mysteries of Christ. But, what John 
calls THE EVERLASTING GOSPEL, or what might fitly 
be styled THE SPIRITUAL GOSPEL, Clearly sets forth, to 
those who understand it, all things, even before their 
very faces, concerning the Son of God'. 

After this statement of the erroneousness of the 
opinion ; that all those who addressed themselves 
to the study of the Gospel, or (in other words) all 
the hitherto uninitiated Catechumens, really un- 
derstood its full import, until, by further institu- 
tion, they had been introduced to the knowledge 
of the spiritual doctrine: after this allusion to the 
ignorance in which the Catechumens were syste- 
matically kept until the forty days of Lent which 
immediately preceded their baptism, a few unim- 
portant words occur, which are followed by an 
hiatus. But, fortunately, from the circumstance 
of the fragment, AND BAPTISM, appearing where the 
text again proceeds in a perfect state, we have a 
very satisfactory clue afforded us, as to the subject 
discussed by the learned Catechist in the inter- 
mediate lost sentence or sentences*. These two 
broken words, AND BAPTISM, the conclusion of the 
lost clause or paragraph, shew plainly enough : 
that, in the course of that lost clause or paragraph, 


* Comment. in Johan. p. 9. 
* Tobroce de dxddovOdy éorw éxdapBdvey, Sri, Oy rpdwoy 
eee 8 © @ cai Bdrricpa. avAoc per wai TMérpog x. 7. X. 


Comment. in Johan. p. 9. 
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Origen had been treating of the final instruction 
given to Catechumens during the forty days which 
immediately preceded their baptism ; instructions, 
which respected the hitherto concealed Mystery 
of the Godhead of Christ and of the Holy Trinity 
with the various doctrines dependent upon it. 

The gap is followed by some remarks upon the 
conduct of St. Paul: who, to the Jews, became a 
Jew, in order that he might gain the Jews. And 
then Origen states: that the person, who lays 
himself out for the profit of many (meaning, doubt- 
less, himself, in his quality of a Catechist), cannot 
improve and advance, to better and higher truths, 
those individuals, who still continue to be instructed 
in nothing more than the elements of exoteric 
Christianity '. 

Wherefore st 1s necessary (we are now arrived at 
the second part of the earliest of the three passages 
cited by Dr. Priestley and the Barrister): Where- 
fore it is necessary to christianise, both spiritually 
and corporeally. And, where indeed it is fit to 
preach the corporeal Gospel, saying to the carnal 
that We know nothing save Jesus Christ and him 
crucified: this must be done by us. But, when they 
shall be found firmly compacted tn the Spirit and 
bringing forth frutt in tt: then, as loving the hea- 
venly wisdom, we may impart to them of the Word 
ascending up again, from having been incarnate, to 


* Comment. in Johan. p. 9. 
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the state in which he was with God in the begin- 
ning *. | 

I have now faithfully exhibited the context of 
the earliest of the three cited passages, together 
with the passage itself in each of its two separated 
parts: and, from this exhibition, the purport of 
the passage is, I think, most abundantly manifest: . 

By those multitudes of believers, who are described 
18 snstructed, only in the shadow of the Word, and 
not 3 the true celestial Word, Origen means: not 
A HOST OF ZEALOUS ANTITRINITARIANS WHO REJECTED 
WITH ABHORRENCE THE DOCTRINE-OF CHRIST'S DIVI- 
wiry, as Dr. Priestley and the Barrister most idly 
and most ignorantly fancy; but simply THOosE 
NUMEROUS CATECHUMENS, WHO HAD NOT AS YET BEEN 
INITIATED INTO THE FULL KNOWLEDGE OF THE MYS- 
TERIES OF CHRISTIANITY, AND WHO THENCE OF COURSE 
WERE IGNORANT OF THE PALMARY DOCTRINES OF THE 
TRINITY AND THE INCARNATION. 

(2.) Such is the result from a full examination 
of the context of the jirst of the three cited pas- 
sages. Equally explicit and decisive is the joint 
context of the evidently parallel second and third 
cited passages, which, in point of collocation, stand 
at no very great distance from each other. 

Thus some, indeed, says Origen in the second of 
the three cited passages, partake of the Word which 
was in the beginning, and the Word was with God 


* Comment. in Johan. p. 9. 
VOL. II. E 
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and the Word was God: as Hosea, and Isaiah, 
and Jeremiah, or if any other person has set himself 
forth to be such, as the Word of the Lord, or that 
the Word came to him. But others, who know 
nothing save Jesus Christ-and him crucified, even the 
Word that was made flesh, thinking that this ts the 
whole of the Word, know Christ only according to 
the flesh. Now this is the multitude of those, who 
are commonly reckoned to believe’. 

In this passage, Origen explains the frequent 
hebrew phrase of the Word of the Lord coming to 
any one of the anctent prophets, as referring to the 
personal Word or the second hypostasis of the 
Trinity: who, by thus coming to his servants, en- 
abled them severally to become, in respect to their 
delegated office of God’s messengers, such, cha- 
racteristically, as the Word of the Lord himself. 
And he then intimates: that the multitude of 
Catechumens, not having as yet been instructed 
in the recondite doctrine that Zhe Word was in 
the beginning with God and that The Word was 
God, thence, of plain necessity, knew Christ only 
according to the flesh or in his human nature and 
capacity. | 

Having thus penned the second cited passage, 
the true import of which, like that of the first cited 
passage, has been so lamentably misunderstood by 
Dr. Priestley and the Barrister, Origen forthwith 


' Comment. in Johan. tom. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 49. 
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proceeds, in the very language of the imitative ec- 
clesiastical Mysteries, to mark out a difference, 
between THE PROFANE or the uninitiated Catechu- 
mens on the one hand, and THE gust or the bap- 
tismally initiated Communicanis on the other hand. 
To the former, heaven is shut; as the doors of the 
adytum were closed against the profane: to the 
latter, it is open; and there they may behold the 
self-conspicuous apparition of the. divine Word 
riding in his majesty, as described by the prophet 
of the Apocalypse ’. 

Then comes the ¢hird of the three passages, 
adduced by Dr. Priestley and the Barrister. 

The multitudes of those, who are commonly reck- 
oned to believe, are instructed in the shadow of the 
Word, and not in the true Word who 1s in the opened 
heaven’. 

Of this passage, the import is obviously the 
same, as that of its predecessor. The numerous 
Catechumens, who are as yet only in a gradual 
course of religious institution, have hitherto learned 
nothing, save the general exoteric doctrines of 
Christianity, or what Origen technically styles the 
shadow of the Word: for, the term of their forty 
probaptismal days not having arrived, they have 
thence not been instructed, in what Origen calls 
the true Word who is tn the opened heaven, or in the 


* The airéxroy dyadpa of the imitative and adaptative 
Christian Mysteries. 
? Comment. in Johan. tom. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 52. 
E 2 
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esoteric doctrines of Christ’s godhead and the 
Holy Trinity. : 

Next follows a florid description of the apo- 
calyptic rider onthe white horse : whose name is 
the Word of God, whose title no one save himself 
fully comprehends, and whose regal appellation is 
King of kings and Lord of lords. And, immediately 
after it, we encounter a passage which cannot be 
misunderstood : for it actually describes the know- 
ledge of those more advanced believers, who have 
at length been baptised, and who have thus been 
formally initiated into the Christian Mysteries. 

This Word of God, says the great Alexandrian 
Catechist, ail the armtes, which are in heaven, fol- 
low ; acknowledging him as their leader, and in every 
thing, more especially sn thewr similarly riding upon 
white horses, imitating him : for all things are placed 
before THOSE WHO UNDERSTAND. And, as grief and 
sorrow and groaning flee away at the general con- 
summation: thus lkewise, I deem, obscurity and 
doubt flee away, WHEN ALL THE MYSTERIES OF GOD'S 
WISDOM ARE CAREFULLY AND UNRESERVEDLY DEVE- 
LOPED '. 

No doubt, I think, can now be entertained in 
regard to the true meaning of the three parallel 
passages, which, by Dr. Priestley and the Barris- 
ter, have been so unhappily misunderstood and so 


1 For the entire context here discussed, see Comment. in 
Johan. tom. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 51—-54. 
A 
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wretchedly misapplied. Throughout the whole, 
indeed, of Origen’s Commentary, which clearly 
has never been perused either by the Historian or 
by the Barrister, there are even perpetual. re- 
ferences to this peculiar system of ecclesiastical 
discipline, which existed as a fact, whatever may 
be thought of its inherent merits’. For a long 
season, the multitude of Catechumens were in- 


* See Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. pp. 18 B, 25 E, 
30 BC, 75 A, 97 A, 125 E, 126 ABCD, 203 AB. 

Origen seems occasionally to have had under his charge 
Catechumens, who rejected, when offered to them, the higher 
Mysteries of Christianity: for he speaks of the better things 
being closed to such persons, not from any unwillingness on 
the part of their appointed instructors, but because they them- 
selves were unwilling to receive them. See Comment. in 
Joban, tom. ii, Oper. vol. ii. p. 51 E. 

This statement exactly accords with ecclesiastical history : 
nor, without it, should we be able to account for the various 
heresies touching the nature of Christ and the mode of the 
Deity’s existence, which, in despite of the careful catechetical 
instruction of the first ages, from time to time produced those fre- 
quent lamentable separations from the faithful Church Catholic. 
Presumptuous speculatists either refused to receive the peculiar 
doctrines of the Gospel, which were regularly communicated to 
the Competentes in the course of the forty days previous to 
their baptism: or, at some subsequent period, they rejected 
them, after they had been received. 

Such a rejection, as in the case of Paul of Samosata, was 
styled an abjuration of, or an exsiliency from, the Mystery. 
Tor ekopynodpevoy 15 pvorhpwy, cat gywopmetorra rij papg ai- 
plete rj ‘Apreyd. Epist. Episc. Antioch. Concil. apud Euseb. 
Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 30. 
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structed only in the generalities of theology : nor 
were they admitted to the knowledge of the ab- 
struse doctrines of Christ’s godhead and the Trinity, 
until the arrival of the forty days of Lent which 
immediately preceded their Baptism. 

3. Dr. Priestley, however, and the Barrister 
after him, are quite sure, that Origen, in the three 
passages before us, must be viewed, as giving direct 
evidence in favour of the gentile Christians being, 
at the time when he flourished, generally Antitn- 
nitarians. 

For the final settlement, then, of the present 
matter, let us hear the direct and unequivocal 
testimony, to the universal belief of the Church 
that Christ ts one God with the Father, borne by 
Origen in certain other parts of his Works. 

WE worship, says he, speaking plurally on be- 
half of the Catholic Church in a Treatise profess- 
edly controversial: WE zorship ONE GOD, THE 
FATHER AND THE SON: and this confession remains 
Jirmly with us against all others. For, not merely as 
a person who had recently appeared having had no 
previous existence, do WE worship the Son: but, on 
the contrary, we believe his own declaration ; Before 
Abraham was, I am.—WeE worship, therefore, the. 
Father of the Truth, and the Son whos the Truth ; 
two in personality, one in concord and symphony and 
identity of will_—For we venerate, with supplications 
and merited prayers, ONE GOD AND HIS ONE SON AND 


WORD AND IMAGE, ‘a ability : offering 
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up our petitions unto the God of all things, through 
his only-begotien Son’. . 

Josephus, says he again in another place of the 
same controversial Treatise, is willing to ascribe 
the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans to the 
vengeance of God on account of the murder of James 
the Just. But may we not more reasonably say, 
that it happened on account of Jesus the Christ : to 
WHOSE DIVINITY, so many Churches of those, who 
have been reclaimed from the puddle of wickedness 
and who hang upon him as THEIR CREATOR and 
who refer all things to his good pleasure, bear wit- 
ness? 


**Bya oby Oedy, b¢ drodedécaper, rdv arépa cai rv Yidv, 
Opaxetoper® cal péver piv & mpdc rode BANoug drenje Ad-yoc* 
rai ob rav Evayyéc ye gavévra, &¢ xpérepor obx Syra, dmepOpno- 
ceboper’ abrg yap xeBdpueba rp eixdyri, Uply 'ABpaap yeréo- 
Bar, Eye cipt.—Opnoredoper ody, rdv Marépa ric dAnOelac, cat 
rev Yidy riy ddKGeay, Svra dbo rH sxoordoee xpdypara, By 3¢ 
Ty Spovolg xal rj cvppwrig cal rj ravrérqrt rod BovAhparog— 
Tov va Ocdy, cal rv Eva Yidy abrod xal Aéyor cai Eixéva, raic 
cara 15 Suvardy hpiv ixeolaic cal dkidoea ofPopev, xpoodyor- 
reg T§ Oeg rv Drow rag ebyac did rod povoyevoic abrov. Orig. 
cont, Cels. lib. viii. p. $86. . 

2°08, cal Sowep Sxwy ob pacpay ric dAnBelac yevdpevor, 
feet rasra ovpBeBycévac roic lovdaioig kar’ éxBlenory ‘lack Bov 
10% ducalov, bc Fv adeAgdc "Inood rod Aeyopévov Xprorod, éxet- 
Ygep Sucaudraroy abréy Bra dxécreway.—Einep oby dia Idew- 
Bor ovpBeBncévar Ayes roig "Lovdaiore ra xara ry Ephpwow ric 
‘Lepoveadsp, wig ody? cbdoywrepoy dia "Inaoiy rov Xprordy rovro 
$eexay yryorivat, ob rijc Oetdrnroc pdprupec al rooabrar ray 
mraPeddrrery dxd ric xvoewc rey Kaxiy ExxAnoiat, cal fprn~ 
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From three ill-understood passages of Origen, 
Dr. Priestley and the Barrister fancy themselves 
to have learned, on the direct testimony of that 
Father : that, in his days, the great bulk of Christ- 
ians were zealous Unipersonalists who held the 
doctrine of Christ’s godhead in absolute ab- 
horrence. _ 

Yet, we see, Origen himself, even in a public 
controversial Treatise, expressly and openly de- 
clares: that the entire Catholic Church adored 
conjointly the Father and the Son, under the pre- 
cise aspect of their being one God; that the 
various provincial Churches, which collectively 
formed the single Church Catholic, bore witness 
to the divinity of Christ their acknowledged Crea- 
tor ; and that, in strict accordance with this system 
of doctrine, all Christians devoutly believed the 
preéxistence of their Lord, on the specific ground, 
according as they understood it, of his own positive 
declaration. | 

It is difficult to believe, that Origen could have 
hazarded a public controversial statement of this 
nature and description, if he had elsewhere freely 
confessed (which Dr. Priestley and the Barrister 
assure us is the case) ; that the multitude of Catho- 
lics, both were tm his days, and always had been 


peeve rod dnptovpyod, Kail dvr’ dvagepdvrwy éxl ry xpic Exei- 
voy cipéoxecav. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 35, 36. 


For Dr. Priestley’s mt. of Origen, in regard to the 
adoration of the Append. ii. numb. 3. § 1. 
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before his days, strenuous antitrinitarian opponents 
of the deity of Christ: it is difficult to believe, 
when a mere naked matter of ract is concerned, 
and that moreover a Fact of the greatest possible 
notoriety ; that, with needless and foolish gratuit- 
ousness, he would be in two directly opposite 
stories : it is difficult to believe, in short ; that he 
gives any direct evidence in favour of the gentile 
Christians being generally, at the time when he 
flourished, what the historian calls Unitarians. 

Any person, who had even read nothing more 
of the Works of Origen than his Treatise against 
Celsus, would immediately conclude : that, on the 
part of Dr. Priestley and the Barrister, there must 
have been either some strange misapprehension 
or some dishonest perversion. And, accordingly, 
the simple truth of the matter is: that the his- 
torian and his incautious follower have each, 
agreeably to my preceding statement, mistaken 
THE QUIET UNCONTROVERSIAL MULTITUDES OF JUNIOR 
CHRISTIAN CATECHUMENS, TO WHOM AS YET THE DOC- 
TRINES OF THE TRINITY AND OF CHRIST'S GODHEAD HAD 
NOT BEEN COMMUNICATED, for A MIGHTY ARMY OF 
HEREDITARY ANTITRINITARIAN CONFESSORS WITHIN THE 
PALE OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH, WHO HAD ALWAYS, IN 
UNBROKEN SUCCESSION FROM THE VERY BEGINNING, 
ABHORRED AND REJECTED THE TENET OF THE DEITY 
OF THE SAVIOUR. 


CHAPTER V. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY OF TERTULLIAN. 


ORIGEN, we see, promotes the cause of Dr. Priest- 
ley, even still less, if that be possible, than Athana- 
sius. But we must not relinquish the historian’s 
express testimony as altogether hopeless, until we 
shall have carefully examined the yet remaining 
evidence of Tertullian. 

This Father flourished, at the end of the second, 
and at the beginning of the third, century. Hence, 
if we find Aim bearing witness to the ancient and 
general and unbroken prevalence of simple Huma- 
nitarianism within the pale of the Christian Church, 
we shall have small reason to regret the defection 
of the two dater Fathers Origen and Athanasius. 

The passage, adduced by Dr. Priestley from 
Tertullian, translated as accurately as I am able 
to translate it, runs as follows. 

For the simple indeed, not to say the imprudent 
and the unlearned (who always constitute the greater 
part of believers); since also the very rule of fatth 
leads us away from themamerens gods of the age to 
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- the one true God, not understanding, that he is to 
be belteved indeed as one God, but still with his own 
proper economy ; are alarmed at this economy. The 
number and disposition of the Trinity, they presume 
to be a dwision of the Unity: though the Unity, 
deriving from itself the Trinity, is not destroyed, but 
administered, by tt. Therefore they are now boast- 
ing, that two Gods and three Gods are preached by 
us; while they assume, that they themselves are the 
worshippers of one God: just as if the Unity, when 
uneconomically collected, did not produce heresy ; 
and just as if the Trinity, when economically weighed, 
did not constitute the truth. We, say they, HOLD 
THE MONARCHY. And so vocally do even the Latins, 
even the tlliterate, express the sound of this greek 
word, that you might tmagine them to understand 
the word MONARCHY, as well as to pronounce tt. But 
the Latins study to give the sound of the greek word 
MONARCHY: and the Greeks are determined not to 
understand the economy '. 


? Simplices enim quique, ne dixerim imprudentes et idiote 
(quae major semper credentium pars est,) quoniam et ipsa 
regula fidei, a pluribus deis seeculi, ad unicum et verum Deum 
transfert; non intelligentes, unicum quidem, sed cum sua 
oixovopig, esse credendum, expavescunt ad oixovopiay. Nu- 
merum et dispositionem Trinitatis, divisionem preesumunt 
Unitatis ; quando Unitas, ex semetipsa derivans Trinitatem, 
non destruatur ab illa, sed administretur. Itaque duos et tres 
jam jactitant a nobis preedicari, se vero unius Dei cultores pre- 
sumunt : quasi non et Unitas, irrationaliter collecta, hzeresim. 
faciat ; et Trinitas, rationaliter expensa, veritatem constituat 

Movapxiay, 
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This passage, Dr. Priestley views, as being, on 
the part of Tertullian, an unwilling and angry con- 


Movapyiay, inquiunt, tenemus. Et ita sonum ipsum vocaliter 
exprimunt etiam Latini, etiam opici, ut putes illos tam bene 
intelligere povapxiay, quam enunciant. Sed povapy/ay sonare 
student Latini: oixovopéay intelligere nolunt etiam Greeci. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 2, 3.. Oper. p. 406. 

I. On my translation of this passage, it may perhaps be 
useful to offer a few remarks. 

1. Tertullian’s trrationaliter and rattonaliter, I have ren- 
dered by uneconomically and economically. 

The terms, if I mistake not, are technical: and they allude 
to what, in the course of the present Tractate, Tertullian call: 
the ratio economia ; by which he means the orderly arrange. 
ment of persons in the Unity of the Godhead. 

Duos quidem definimus Patrem et Filium, et jam tres cun 
Spiritu Sancto, secundum rattonem ceconomie que facit nu. 
merum. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 413. 

In Tertullian’s phraseology, Irrationaliter collecta is as muct 
as to say, Ita collecta ut nullam cconomie rationem habeas. 
and Rationaliter expensa is equivalent to Secundum arconomia 
rationem expensa. 

He uses the same phraseology, with the same reference tc 
orderly arrangement, in his Work against Marcion. 

Nulla res sine ordine potest rationalis vindicari, tanto abes' 
ut ratio ipsa in aliquo ordinem amittat. Tertull. adv. Marcion 
lib. i. § 16. Oper. p. 161. 

2. By simplices, Tertullian clearly means simple-minded ant 
unsuspicious of evil. 

His simplices, therefore, were peculiarly liable to be per. 
plexed by the innovating subtleties of Praxeas. 

3. The tmprudentes are, in characteristic description, a stey 
beyond the semplices. 


I take them to be , of evil, bu 
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fession : that Zhe majority of believers, within the 
pale of the Catholic Church, still were in hts time, 
as they always had been from the very beginning, 


unfortunately also incauttous and hasty in taking up a plausible 
opinion without having well weighed its evidence and its merits. 

4. This conduct is the more reprehensible and mischievous, 
because they are tdiote or unlearned. 

Whence, plainly, they are but ill qualified to decide peremp- 
torily on the right interpretation of Scripture. 

5. The phrase, povapyiay sonare, is, by Dr. Priestley, some- 
what ludicrously translated, to bal out for the monarchy: and, 
in this very peculiar rendering, he has been, as usual, carefully 
followed by the Barrister. 

Yet it may be doubted, whether the expression alludes to 
any particular strength of lungs possessed by the Latins. 

I conceive it rather to mean: that the Latins did not attempt 
to translate, into their own language, the greek word povapyia, 
by any such term (for instance) as uniregimen; but that (just 
as we English do, when, instead of single-government, we say 
monarchy, which we have naturalised from the Greek), in their 
theological disputes, they used the precise greek word itself 
untranslated. 

Bishop Horsley, more accurately than Dr. Priestley and the 
Barrister, renders the original : Latins have caught up the word 
MONARCHY. 

The true import of the phrase is, I believe, that which has 
been specified. 

II. These perhaps are matters of no great consequence, s0 
far as the vitals of the debate are concerned: yet, to the best 
of our ability, we may as well be accurate as inaccurate. 

For the translations of Dr. Priestley and the Barrister, see 
Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 4. Works, vol. v. p. 41. Hist. of 
Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. sect. 2. Works, vol. vi. p. 486, 
487. Letters by another Barrister, p. 275. 
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ZEALOUS ANTITRINITARIANS, WHO 80 HELD THE EXCLU- 
SIVE DEITY OF THE FATHER, AS TO REJECT WITH 
ABHORRENCE THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST'S GODHEAD. 

Hence he infers : that his own Creed was the un- 
doubted Creed of the primitive apostolic Church. 

For such persons, he observes, as simple and un- 
learned people, are very likely to retain old opinions : 
and are always far less subject to innovate, than the 
learned. 

Let it, then, be particularly borne in mind: 
that, According to Dr. Priestley, the Antitrinsta- 
rians, censured by Tertullian, were PERSONS WHO 
DENIED THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST. 

This point, as we shall presently find, is a matter 
of such considerable importance, that I subjoin 

Dr. Priestley’s own precise statement. 
Nothing, says he, can be more decisive than the 
evidence of Tertullian to this purpose: who, in the 
following passage, which ts too plain and circum- 
stantial to be misunderstood by any person, positively 
asserts, though with much peevishness; that The 
Unitartans, WHO HELD THE DOCTRINE OF THE DIVI- 
NITY OF CHRIST IN ABHORRENCE, were the greater 
part of Christsans in his time. 

Then, as proof peremptory of the allegation 
before us, comes the passage from Tertullian: 
which I have already given at fall length, and 
which forms the subject of the present discussion '. 


* Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. sect. 2. Works, 
vol. vi. p. 485—487, 
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Thus, from his own unambiguous declaration, it 
appears: that the historical fact, which, on the 
strength of the passage now before us, Dr. 
Priestley undertakes to maintain, is clearly and 
distinctly the following. 

THE UNITARIANS, WHO HELD THE DOCTRINE OF THE 
DIVINITY OF CHRIST IN ABHORRENCE, WERE THE 
GREATER PART OF CHRISTIANS IN THE TIME OF TER- 
TULLIAN. 

Such is the historical fact, which Dr. Priestley 
maintained on the authority of the supposed 
reluctant confession of the African Father: and 
such is the historical fact, which is st#// main- 
tained by his successors, if I may judge from a 
recent statement of the matter by the anonymous 
Barrister ; a statement, wholly borrowed from the 
previous statement of Dr. Priestley, every argu- 
ment being industriously repeated, and every error 
being faithfully retained '. 

Now it appears to me, unless I entirely misun- 
derstand the purport of their language: that these 
two writers, the Historian and the Barrister, wish 
to set forth three several propositions, as being 
fully and undeniably established by the passage 
in Tertullian; for, in good truth, unless it does 
establish these three several propositions, I am 
quite at a loss to perceive its appositeness to their 


purpose. 


* Letters by another Barrister, p. 104, 105, 275, 276. 
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The first proposition is: that The majority of 
believers, within the pale of the Catholic Church and 
in actual allowed communion with the Catholic 
Church, were, in the days of Tertullian, zealous 
and decided Antitrinitarians. : 

The second proposition is: that These over- 
whelmingly numerous catholic Anitttrinitarians uT- 
TERLY ABHORRED THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST'S DIVINITY, 
contending, like the modern Antitrinitarians, jor the 
doctrine of his mere humanity. 

The third proposition is: that The antttrini- 
tarian system of this vast majority of believers withen 
the pale of the Catholic Church was the faith of that 
Catholic Church from the very beginning ; for the 
doctrine, advocated by Tertullian, was a mere spe- 
culative innovation, which confessedly met with small 
acceptance among the honest and simple-minded 
majority. 

These are the three propositions, set forth in 
the argument of Dr. Priestley and the Barrister, 
and involved in the alleged historical fact which 
they have undertaken to maintain. 

That Every one of them, so far as the evidence of 
Tertullian is concerned, advances a direct falsehood: 
it requires small exertion to demonstrate. 

I. The first of the three propositions, supposed 
to be established by the passage in Tertullian, is : 
that The majority of believers, within the pale of 
the Catholic Church and in actual allowed com- 
munion with the Catholic Church, were, in the days 


es 
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of Tertullian, zealous and decided Antitrinita- 
rians. 

1. By the disciples of the modern Unipersonal 
School, on the authority of Dr. Priestley, no 
assertion has ever been made more repeatedly or 
more confidently, than that which is now before 
us. Yet, so far as the evidence of Tertullian is con- 
cerned upon which it professes to repose, no asser- 
tion was ever more totally devoid of truth. With 
all the care and attention which I can command, 
Thave again and again perused the passage adduced 
in support of the present assertion : but I can dis- 
cover nothing like the angry confession, which has 
been so triumphantly attributed to Tertullian. 

The African Father does nor say: that The 
majority of believers, IN HIS OWN TIME, shuddered at 
the doctrine of the Trinity ; as, by one humani- 
tarian writer after another, from Dr. Priestley 
down to the Barrister, he has been confidently 
exhibited as confessing. 

But he says: that The majority of believers are 
ALWAYS ignorant and illiterate men; and that 
those, who took fright at the economy, were of this 
particular class of individuals’. 


* In his own precise words, Tertullian’s statement is this. 
Imprudentes et idiotee, quae major semper credentium pars 
est, expavescunt ad olxovopiay. 
When thrown out of its accidental relative form, the clause 
will, of course, run as follows. 
Imprudentes 
VOL. I. F 


66 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK Il. 


Tertullian’s remark, so strangely distorted by 
Dr. Priestley and his followers, merely propounds 
one of those general truths, which are equally 
predicable of al] ages. In the days of Tertullian, 
in the days before Tertullian, in the days of our 
fathers, in our own days, in every period of eccle- 
siastical history, ignorant and illiterate men must 
ALWAYS of very necessity constitute an immense 
majority of believers. The remark, or (if it please 


Imprudentes et idiotee major SEMPER credentium pars est. 
Imprudentes autem et idiotee expavescunt ad oixovopiay. 

While speaking of the great majority of believers, Tertullian 
says not a syllable respecting His OWN TIME tn particular : his 
expression, as the subject plainly required, is the generalising 
ALWAYS. 

As little does he say; that The majority of his belteving 
contemporaries shuddered at the doctrine of the Trinity. He 
merely states; that The majority of beltevers ts ALWAYS com- 
posed of ignorant and illiterate and rashly presumptuous men: 
and then he adds; that Jndividuals of this class, who are 
obviously the most liable to be imposed upon and thence pre- 
maturely to form a hasty judgment, through the suggestions of 
Praxeas suddenly took fright at the economy. 

From the very plain statement of Tertullian now before us, 
Dr. Priestley has learned : that The Unitarians, who held the 
doctrine of the divinity of Christ in abhorrence, were the greater 
part of Christians tn his time. 

Nay more: he actually declares; that such, though with 
much peevishness, is the positive assertion of Tertullian himself. 
And he crowns all, by gravely assuring us: that nothing can 
be more decisive, than the evidence of Tertullian to this pur- 
pose ; and that the passage, which I have given above, is too 
plain and circumstantial to be misunderstood by any person. 


———ie. 
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Dr. Priestley and the Barrister so to denominate 
It) the peevish confession, is very true and very trite. 
Tertullian is led to make it: not as conceding any 
thing, which might seem to be extorted from him ; 
but merely to account for the circumstance, that 
some simple men in his time were terrified at. the 
doctrine of the Trinity, lest it should appear to 
carry them back to gentile Polytheism. They 
were simple men: nay more, they were imprudent 
and unlearned, such as the majority of believers, 
in every age and in every country, must aLways be. 
Hence, what better informed men would not have 
been equally liable to, they were easily terrified 
by the abstract difficulties suggested to them in 
regard to the doctrine of the Trinity. As to the 
number of these terrified illiterates, Tertullian, in 
the present passage, is wholly silent. They might 
be few, or they might be many. All, that he here 
intimates respecting them, is: that they were sim- 
ple unlearned men, such as must ALways consti- 
tute a great majority of believers; and that the 
panic had seized some persons of this quality and 
description among both the Greeks and the 
Latins. 

Such is the general remark of Tertullian, con- 
veyed in terms, than which nothing can be more 
clear and explicit. But I vainly seek for the 
peevish confession, which modern Unipersonalists 
have gratuitously forced into his mouth: that The 
majority of his believing contemporaries, within the 

F 2 
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pale of the Catholic Church, were zealous and de- 
cided Antitrinitarians. 

In truth, one might well have imagined, that 
the very word aLways, here employed by Ter- 
tullian, would have effectually prevented the pos- 
sibility of error. : 

Imprudent and unlearned men, says he, when his 
words are thrown out of their accidentally relative 
form: Imprudent and unlearned men are ALWAYS 
the greater part of believers. 

Thus speaks Tertullian: yet, by way of prop- 
ping up the cause of Antitrinitarianism, a gene- 
ral proposition is, first, transmuted into a partticu- 
lar proposition ; and, next, the recently manufac- 
tured particular proposition is metamorphosed into 
quite another proposition of a wholly different pur- 
port. 

Through the agency of such extraordinary 
management, Tertullian, could he look out of his 
grave, would be sorely puzzled to recognise his 
own literary offspring. 

For, in the plastic hands of Dr. Priestley, the 
African’s real and very simple proposition; IMPRU- 
DENT AND UNLEARNED MEN are, ALWAYS, the greater 
part of belkevers : becomes, most unexpectedly, the 
entirely different proposition ; IN THE TIME OF TER- 
TULLIAN, the greater part of believers were UNITA- 
RIANS WHO HELD THE DOCTRINE OF THE DIVINITY OF 
CHRIST IN ABHORRENCE. 

Let only Tertullian’s atways be transmuted into 
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Dr. Priestley’s IN THE TIME OF TERTULLIAN; and 
let Tertullian’s IspRUDENT AND UNLEARNED MEN be 
metamorphosed into Dr. Priestley’s unITARIANS 
WHO HELD THE DOCTRINE OF THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST 
IN ABHORRENCE : and the establishment of the pro- 
position, which the English Historian maintains on 
the authority of the African Father, will be full 
and complete. 

I have only to add, that, on the strength of the 
identical clause now before us, Dr. Priestley, not 
once only, but even REPEATEDLY, describes Tertul- 
lian as confessing: that The greater part of be- 
kevers, in his time, were Untpersonalists who rejected 
with abhorrence the doctrine of Christ's divinity '. 

2. The matter, we might reasonably think, is 
quite plain from the very language adopted by 
Tertullian : and the only wonder is, how he could 
ever have been so singularly misapprehended and 
so marvellously misrepresented. But, should any 
antitrinitarian writer be still hardy enough to ad- 
vocate the strange gloss of the historian, let him 
hear the learned Father unambiguously declare : 
that, so far from the majority of his believing con- 
temporaries symbolising with Dr. Priestley, the 
worship of the second person of the Holy Trinity 


' See Hist. of Corrupt. part. i. sect. 4. Works, vol. v. p. 41. 
Letters to Bp. Horsley, part ii. lett. 7. Works, vol. xviii. 
p- 191. Hist. of Early Opin. book i. chap. 4. sect. 5. Works, 
vol. vi. p. 140. Ibid. Conclus. sect. 4. Works, vol. vii. p. 190. 


12 
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as very God was universally prevalent in every 
country where the Gospel was planted. 

If, says he, Solomon reigned, but only within the 
limits of Palestine: in that case, the boundaries of 
his kingdom reached no further than from Beersheba 
to Dan. If Darius reigned over the Babylonians 
and the Persians : still he had no power beyond them, 
nor did he reign over all nations. The same remark 
equally applies to Pharaoh, to Nebuchadnezzar, to 
Alexander the Great, nay even to the Romans. But 
the kingdom and name of Christ are every where 
extended : every where is he believed in: BY ALL THE 
ABOVE MENTIONED NATIONS IS HE WORSHIPPED : every 
where he reigns: EVERY WHERE HE IS ADORED: every 
where to all he is equally distributed. With him, a 
king has no preeminent favour: neither does he 
specially exult in the submission.of some impertous 
barbarian: nor yet does he pay any peculiar respect 
to high official rank or to splendid nobikty of birth. 
Lo all he is equal: to all he is a king: to all he is 
their judge; TO ALL HE IS GOD AND LORD |. 


‘ Nam, si Salomon regnavit; sed in finibus Jude tantum: a 
Beersabia usque Dan, termini ejus regni signantur.—Christi 
autem regnum et nomen ubique porrigitur. Ubique creditur : 
ab omnibus gentibus supra enumeratis colitur : ubique regnat : 
ubique adoratur : omnibus ubique tribuitur aequaliter : non regis 
apud illum major gratia: non barbari alicujus imperiosi letitia: 
non dignitatum aut natalium discreta merita. Omnibus, sequa- 
lis: omnibus, rex: omnibus, judex: omnibus, Deus et Do- 
minus est. ‘Tertull. adv. Jud. de regn. Christ. etern. Oper. 
p. 126, 127. 

For 
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Few persons, I think, when they have read this 
explicit assertion of a naked HISTORICAL FACT, 
which, if false, would have been forthwith con- 
tradicted, will incline to believe: that Tertullian 
elsewhere, as Dr. Priestley assures us, positively 
declares, though with much peevishness, that the 
Unitarians, who held the doctrine of the divinity of 
Christ in abhorrence, were the GREATER PART OF 
CHRISTIANS IN HIS TIME '. 


For the distinct attestation of Tertullian ; that, both in his 
own time, and likewise from the very beginning, the doctrine 
of the Trinity, no less than the doctrine of Christ’s godhead, 
had been universally received as the undoubted faith of the 
Apostles : see above, book i. chap. 6. § v. 

» Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. sect. 2. Works, 
vol. vi. p. 486. 

Even in the very Treatise whence Dr. Priestley professes 
to have learned this extraordinary circumstance, namely the 
Treatise against Praxeas, Tertullian actually assures us: that 
the great collective body of his plain fellow-believers, as the 
sweeping word NosTRORUM obviously imports, were accustomed, 
in simplicity of interpretation, to say ; that Zhe Word was with 
God in the beginning. | 

Jam in usu est NosTRORUM, per simplicitatem interpretationis, 
Sermonem dicere tn primordio apud Deum fuisse. Tertull. adv. 
Prax. § 3. Oper. p. 407. 

By the existence of the Word with God in the beginning, they 
doubtless understood, as Tertullian himself understood, the eter- 
nal existence of Christ or the divine Word mith God the Father. 

Sermo ergo et in Patre semMeer, sicut dixit; Ego in Patre: 
et apud Deum sEmPER, sicut scriptum est; Et Sermoerat apud 
Deum. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 6. Oper. p. 409. 

Tertullian himself, indeed, from the circumstance of the greek 
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II. The second proposition, deduced from the 
passage now before us, is: that The overwhelming 
majority of catholic Antitrinitarians so peevishly 
stigmatised by the trascible Father, UTTERLY AB- 
HORRED THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST'S DIVINITY; con- 
tending, like the modern Antitrinitarians, for the 
doctrine of his mere humanity. 

1. Whatever may be the credit which Dr. 
Priestley has obtained among his own followers 
as a faithful historian of the manifold Corruptions 
of Christianity, this second proposition is not a whit 
more true than its predecessor. 

To the citer nothing is more dangerous, and to 
the unlearned or incautious reader nothing 1s 
more mischievous, than the naked quotation of a 


term Adyoc denoting both Word and Reason, thinks fit to refine 
upon the phraseology of St. John: for he argues; that, in 
strict propriety of speech, we ought to say, that the Reason was 
eternally with God prior to the creation of the world ; and that 
the same Reason, in the superadded character of the Word, was 
prolatwely or (as Athenagoras speaks) energetically nith God, 
when the world was created. But, nevertheless, he distinctly 
tells us: that our PEOPLE, or the great collective body of his 
fellow-believers, rested in that simplicity or obviousness of inter- 
pretation, by which they understood that Christ or the divine 
Word was with God in the beginning. 

Yet, with this attestation looking him full in the face, does 
Dr. Priestley, on the alleged authority of this identical Ter- 
tullian speaking in this identical Tractate, assure us: that The 
great majorily or the bulk of Christians, in the time of that 
Father, were Unitarians, who held the doctrine of the divinity of 
Christ in abhorrence. | 
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passage without attending to its general context 
and bearing. 

The anonymous Barrister, who has recently 
taken up and in full confidence stated the antitri- 
-nitarian view of the place in Tertullian, clearly 
and indisputably has never examined the Tractate 
in which the place itself is contained: but, with- 
out giving himself any further trouble, both pas- 
sage and translation and exposition he has alike 
implicitly borrowed from his great master Dr. 
Priestley. 

Hence it seems not once to have occurred to 
him; that the Antitrinitarians, whom Tertullian 
censured and whom the historian has rapidly set 
down as an incalculable majority of believers within 
the pale of the Catholic Church at the close of the 
second century, might peradventure have been 
disciples of a totally different School from that to 
which he himself belongs: but, quite as a thing 
of course, with all the credulity of soon satisfied 
ignorance, he notes them in his book to be pal- 
pably and indubitably his own. 

Every word, in his whole statement of the mat- 
ter, shews with perfect clearness: that he sup- 
poses these ancient Antitrinitarians to be the 
genuine doctrinal forefathers of the modern Anti- 
trinitarians. That is to say, he supposes these 
ancient Antitrinitarians to be men, who so main- 
tained the exclusive divinity of the Father as to assert 
the mere humanity of Christ. 
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This remark, on the Barrister’s opinion im- 
plicitly adopted from Dr. Priestley, equally applies 
to various other recent publications of the same 
School. Their authors, so far as I have hap- 
pened to notice, profess themselves content to 
symbolise in doctrine with Tertullian’s simple illi- 
terates: and are willing to leave the mysteries of 
Christ’s godhead and the Trinity, to that learned 
innovator and his philosophica! associates. 

Into such an opinion they have doubtless been 
universally led by their too implicit confidence in 
the historical accuracy of Dr. Priestley. 

That very unsafe guide, whom they hastily sup- 
pose to have been careful in examining the con- 
text of the passage, had, on the alleged authority 
of Tertullian’s peevish confession, assured them : 
that THE UNITARIANS, WHO HELD THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST IN ABHORRENCE, WERE THE 
GREATER PART OF CHRISTIANS IN HIS TIME '. 

So, 72 his own proper words (for, without the 
alteration of a letter, I am careful to give the 
diligent historian’s own proper words ), Dr. Priestley 
had assured them: and, as they entertained no 
doubt of his strict veracity, so, without further 
examination, they were content to believe. 

2. Yet, after all, who, in truth, were these 
simple illiterates, thus highly extolled as the very 


' Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. sect. 2. Works, 
vol. vi. p. £86. 
Ain. 
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mirror of unbroken primitive orthodoxy, and thus 
confidently adduced as perfectly in doctrine sym- 
bolising with themselves, by Dr. Priestley and his 
readily acquiescent followers ? 

That the illiterates in question were seized with 
a panic on account of the supposed consequences 
which they had been taught to view as flowing 
from the doctrine of the Trinity, is indeed, from 
the passage, most abundantly evident: but, that, 
in their zeal for the exclusive honour of the 
Father, they maintained the bare humanity of 
Jesus Christ (as the Antitrinitarians of the present 
day, on the authority of their favourite historian, 
seem much too hastily to have taken for granted), 
is by no means equally certain. Without its con- 
text, the insulated passage merely states the Fact: 
that they were Antitrinitarians'. On the precise 


‘ For this ract, the anonymous Barrister professes himself 
much obliged to the learned Father. Lett. p. 276. 

The obligation, I suspect, will turn out to be not more over- 
powering than the Barrister’s acquaintance with the hebrew 
tongue. 

I am not so unreasonable, as to assert : that a knowledge of 
the ancient language of Israel is, in any wise, essential to the 
supellez of an accomplished lawyer, whether his practice be in 
the ordinary courts or in the peculiar court of Chancery. But 
I certainly do think: that, anterior to the gratuitous enactment 
of ahebrew critic, the hebrew tongue itself ought, as a preparatory 
step, at least to have been learned, if not profoundly studied. 

I. In order to nullify the proof of Christ’s godhead, derived 
from the circumstance of his being called in Scripture both cop 
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NATURE of their Antitrinitarianism, it throws no 
light: and this unlucky circumstance, united with 


and seHovAH, the Barrister teaches us: that Nothing ts more 
common, than for mere men among the ancient Israelites to bear 
alike each of those two appellations. 

Whence he concludes: that, by establishing too much, the 
alleged proof destroys itself. 

For, if it establish the divinity of Christ : it will equally es- 
tablish the divinity of various ancient /sraelites. 

To this criticism of the anonymous, Barrister, as the reply i: 
obvious, so it appears abundantly sufficient. 

In Scripture, Christ is called both cop and szHOVAH, simpls 
or uncompoundedly: whereas no ancient Israelite ever bor 
either the name of cop or the name of sEHOVAH, save complezls 
or compoundedly. 

Thus, if a prophet bears the appellation of Edijah, the litera 
import of which is Jah ts my God: we do not appear thenc 
to have any very cogent demonstration of that prophet’ 
divinity. 

Whereas, if the same individual, simply or uncompoundedly 
had, like our Lord Jesus Christ, been denominated cop o 
JEHOVAH : I see not, how we could have avoided drawing th 
identical inference respecting him, which, under parallel cir. 
cumstances, we now draw respecting the Messiah. 

IT. Here, however, the Barrister is prepared to meet us 
even on our own avowed principle. 

The father of Elihu, one of Job’s friends, says he, was calle 
BARACHIEL: meaning THE VERY Gop. Such being the case 
we have a pregnant instance of a confessedly mere man, bear 
ing, in the strongest form possible, the absolute undisguise 
and undissembled appellation of the alone Deity himself. 

Perhaps it is scarcely worth my while to observe; tha 
Barachel, not Barachiel, was the name of the father of Elihu 


for, in point of Te do not materially differ 
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a servile reliance on the accuracy of Dr. Priestley, 
has led more than one modern Antitrinitarian into 
a very extraordinary mistake. 

The simple illiterates, who according to the 
historian of Early Opinions, HELD THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST IN ABHORRENCE, were, in 
reality, the disciples of Praxeas, against whom 
Tertullian writes the Treatise whence the passage 
has been extracted. 

Antitrinitarians these men undoubtedly were: 
but then their Antitrinitarianism, instead of being 


1 am concerned with the much graver question of the Barrister’s 
proposed interpretation. 

BaracHI&1 or BARACHEL, he assures us, when rendered into 
English, denotes THE vERY.cop. 

Now where did the Barrister learn the extraordinary glos- 
sical fact: that THz vERy Gop is the import either of BARACHIEL 
or of BABACHEL ? 

For the attainment of this most unexpected information, did 
he study Hebrew, under the auspices of a Jewish Rabbi, or 
under the fostering care of a Gentile Preceptor ? 

The father of Elihu, one of Job's friends, was called Bawa- 
CHIEL: meaning THE VERY GoD! 

Then, resting on the shoulders of this unparalleled criticism, 
comes the effectual demolition of a long supposed decisive 
proof of our Lord’s essential divinity ! 

For the benefit of those good-natured individuals who deem 
the Barrister unanswerable (and, that some such persons actu- 
ally exist, I have been credibly informed), I think it right to 
state, what any tyro in the Hebrew wou!d teach him: that 
BARACHEL denotes Gop HATH BLESSED; while Baracmiet, if the 
name were ever used, would signify cop HATH BLESSED ME. See 
Letters by another Barrist. p. 32, 182, 193, 135. 
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built upon THE DENIAL or (as Dr. Priestley speaks) 
THE ABHORRENCE OF CHRIST'S DIVINITY for the pur- 
pose of more effectually honouring the Father, 
was, in truth, built upon its complete opposite THE 
VEHEMENT ASSERTION OF CHRIST'S EXCLUSIVE DIVINITY 
UNDER THE ASPECT OF HIS BEING AN INCARNATION OF 
THE SOLE UNIPERSONAL GODHEAD. 

Like their master Praxeas, who had followers, 
it appears, both among the Greeks and among the 
Latins, the illiterates contended: that Christ was 
not only thesame God, but the same person also, as 
the Father and the Holy Ghost. They maintained: 
that, when we read of Father and Son and Spirit, 
each plainly (as they allowed) described as very 
God; we are thence to conclude, not that there 
are three distinct persons in one essential Deity,. 
but that God who exists in naked and monoprosopic 
unity is described to us under three several appella- 
tions. This one God, thus distinguished by three 
names, and thus existing not as three persons but 
as one person, appeared upon earth, in a human 
form, as the Lord Jesus Christ. For the one 
person of the one God, under his name of the 
Holy Ghost, obumbrated the blessed Virgin: the 
same one person of the same one God, under his 
appellation af the Father, became incarnate from 
the womb of Mary thus obumbrated by himself: 
and still the same one person of the same one 
God, under his title of the Son, being found in 
fashion as a man, through the incarnate union of 
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the divine nature of the Father with the human 
nature of Jesus Christ, suffered death on the 
cross for the piacular expiation of our transgres- 
sions in order that he might thus make satisfaction 
to his own offended attribute of justice. 

Hence Praxeas and his followers, who (accord- 
ing to Tertullian) were mainly found among the 
simple and the illiterate; as they contended for 
the personal identity of the Father and the Son 
and the Spirit, and as they held that the single 
person of God (denominated the Father, as well as 
the Son and the Spirit) suffered death incarnate on 
the cross: for these reasons, Praxeas and his fol- 
lowers were styled Patripassians or persons who 
held the passion of the Father. 

The doctrine, in short, of these ancient Antitri- 
nitarians, to set it in full contrast with that of our 
modern Antitrinitarians, was this. 

Instead of so maintaining the exclusive deity of 
the Father as to assert the bare humanity of Christ, 
like Dr. Priestley and the anonymous Barrister 
and all others of the same School: they main- 
tained, that the one true God, existing in the unity 
of @ single person, became incarnate in the true man 
Christ Jesus '. 


* Perhaps I may here be permitted to put a Tew questions, 
both to the admirers of the late Dr. Priestley, and likewise to 
the anonymous Barrister. 

I. With the Works of Tertullian open before him, Dr. 
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3. With such information relative to the true 
character of the antitrinitarian illiterates censured 


Priestley has made two assertions, of which I should be glad to 
hear some further account. 

1. Respecting Tertullian himself, he asserts: that He speaks 
of the common people, as SIMPLE UNITARIANS. Hist. of Early 
Opin. book iii. chap 17. Works, vol. vii. p. 83. 

By The common people, Dr. Priestley means, no doubt, not 
A few straggling perverted individuals of that class; but The 
whole christian common people collectively: and, by Stmple 
Unitarians, he clearly means, not Arians or Sabellians ; but, 
as he himself explains his own phrase, Unttarians who held the 
doctrine of the divinity of Christ tn abhorrence, or Persons who 
so held the exclusive divinity of the Father as to deny the divinity 
of Christ. 

Now I should feel it an obligation, if any admirer of his two 
Histories would inform me: wHErzE it is, that Tertullian speaks 
of the common people as being collectively simple Unitarians ? 

2. There is another assertion, which, like his last, Dr. 
Priestley avowedly makes on the authority of Tertullian. 

This new term ECONOMY, it appears, was not well understood 
or easily relished by those who called themselves the advocates 
for THE MONARCHY OF THE FATHER: @ term, much used in those 
days, to denote the supremacy and sole divinity of the Father in 
opposition to that of the Son. Hist. of Corrupt. part. i. sect. 4. 
Works, vol. v. p. 41. 

I shall be thankful to learn: wHERE itis, that Tertullian ever 
introduces that alleged well known term, THE MONARCHY OF THE 
FATHER, as the current phraseology of the Antitrinitarians 
whom he is censuring ; under the precise asserted aspect, that, 
in those days, the term was much used to denote THE SUPREMACY 
AND SOLE DIVINITY OF THE FATHER IN OPPOSITION TO THAT OF 
curist ? 


And 
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by Tertullian, we are abundantly furnished : both 
by the immediate context of the passage itself, now 


And I shall be yet additionally thankful to learn: how kco- 
Youy, as used in reference to the incarnate divinity of the second 
person of the Trinity, could, in the days of Tertullian or about 
the year 200, be a new term; when the same term, in the same 
sense, had already been used, both by Justin and by Ignatius, 
wearly seventy years and nearly one hundred years earlter than 
the time of the alleged novelty-manufacturer Tertullian ? 
Jutin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 204, 258. Ignat. Epist. ad 
Ephes. § xviii. 

II. The anonymous Barrister, whose intimacy with the writ- 
ings of Tertullian and Origen may rival that of Dr. Priestley 
himself, is exactly in the same story with his master. 

Origen knew full well: that, had he ventured to speak out, 
lke Tertullian, to the mized multitude of greek Christians with 
whom he was conversant ; he would have heard their voices raised 
as loudly tn favour of THE MONARCHY OF THE FATHER, as Ter- 
tulian had heard the voices of the Latins. He, therefore, took 
amore prudent course. Letters, p. 281. 

1. I should be obliged to the Barrister, if he would inform 
me: wHERE he learned the asserted historical fact; that Zer- 
tullian heard the voices of the Latins raised loudly in favour of 
THE MONARCHY OT THE FATHER, according to the sense, which 
he himself, after Dr. Priestley, annexes to the phrase ? 

2, I should be yet further obliged to the Barrister, if he 
would-inform me: wHEReE he learned, that Origen knew full 
well the matter, which he liberally gives him the credit of 
knowing ? 

With respect to the more prudent course asserted to have 
been taken by Origen, if, for the accurate information of 
modern Unipersonalists, the Barrister really wishes to ascertain 
the mode in which the learned Alexandrian Catechist spake out 

lo the mixed multitude of greek Christians with mhom he was 
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under consideration; by other passages, which 
occur in the course of the same Treatise against 
Praxeas whence that passage has been extracted ; 
and likewise by the express attestation of the an- 
cient writer of the Supplement to Tertullian’s well 
known Tractate against Heretics. 

(1.) Let us first attend to the immediate con- 
text of the passage itself now under consideration. 

Variously has the devil emulated the truth. Some- 
times, even by defending it, he has tried to shake tt. 


conversant, | would advise him to advert to the actual public 
Homilies of that painful preacher. Let him take, for instance, 
the following specimen, which I the rather select: partly, be- 
cause it distinctly sets forth the two-fold nature of Christ, divine 
and human; and partly because it reminds the mixed multitude 
of greek Christians with whom Origen was conversant, that 
such was his HABITUAL mode of addressing them from the 
pulpit. 

Obxi 6 Gedc, 6 Lwrip A€yer rd, Otpor Eyw prnp’ AN’ Hj dy- 
Opwroc.—"H dé Yuyxy dvOpwxivn hy: dua rovro cal rerdpacrat, 
dca rotro kal wepitumog jy. ‘O d€ Adyoc, 6 év dpxy xpdc roy 
Ocor, ob rerdpaxrat Exeivoc, ov Gv A€ywy ro, Oipor. Odde yap 
6 Adyog éxwéxerat Oavarov’ dd\\a 7d dyOpwrevoy gore ro rovro 
émdekduevov, QE WOAAAKIZ IAPEZTHZAMEN. Orig. Ho- 
mil. in Jerem. xiv. Oper. vol. i. p. 136. 

The words, Alas me my mother, the Saviour speaks, not as 
God, but as man.—His soul was that of a man: therefore he 
was disturbed; therefore also he was sore grieved. But the 
Word, who was in the beginning with God, is not disturbed : nor 
does he use the expresston, Alas! For the Word is incapable of 
enduring death: but, as WE HAVE OFTENTIMES PROPOUNDED 


ich endured it. 


TO YoU, tt was the human s 






f 
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Thus, to the one Omnipotent Lord, he assigns indeed 
the attribute of Creator : but yet he so assigns it, that 
from the very unity of God he may elicit heresy. 
For he says : that the Father wiMse.F descended into 
the Virgin, was HIMSELF born from ker, did HIMSELF 
suffer ; in fine, was HIMSELF Jesus Christ.— : 

This strange modification of perverseness was first, 
by Praxeas, transplanted out of Asia into Roman 
ground.—He banished the | Paraclete, and crucified 
the Father. 

Moreover, the tares of Praxeas, here also dissemi- 
nated, had not failed to produce fruit, while many 
were sleeping in simplicity of doctrine: yet, being 
removed hence by the agency of him whom God willed, 
they seemed to be even eradicated.— But those tares 
had then every where shaken out their seed. Hence, 
through hypocrisy, it lay hid for a time tn crafty 
vivaciousness: and now, at length, it has once more 
broken out.— 

The Father then, forsooth, was born after time ! 
The Father suffered! The Lord God Omnipotent 
himself is preached as Jesus Christ !— 

Yet, in the case of those who have been thus per- 
verted, we ought also to give room for retractations : 
for let not any perverseness seem to be condemned 
without examination ; least of all, this, which claims 
to possess unmixed truth, while it thinks, that The one 
God ts no otherwise to be believed, than tf it should 
pronounce the Father and the Son and the Holy 
Spirit to be one and the same person.— 

G2 
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For the simple indeed, not to say the imprudent 
and the unlearned (who always constitute the greater 
‘part of believers) ; since also the very rule of faith 
leads us away from the numerous gods of the age to 
the one true God, not understanding, that he is to be 
believed indeed as one God, but stsll with his own 
proper economy ; are alarmed at this economy. The 
number and disposition of the Trinity, they presume 
to be a division of the Unity: though the Unity, de- 
riving from itself the Trinity, ts, by tt, not destroyed, 
but administered. Therefore they are now boasting, 
that two Gods and three Gods are preached by us ; 
while they assume, that they themselves are the wor- 
shippers of only one God: just as if the Unity, when 
uneconomically collected did not produce heresy ; 
and as if the Trinity, when economically weighed, 
did not constitute the truth. We, say they, HOLD 
THE MONARCHY. Anzd so vocally do even the Latins, 
even the illiterate, express the sound of this Greek 
word, that you might imagine them to understand the 
word MONARCHY, as well as to pronounce it. But 
the Latins study to give the sound of the Greek 
word MONARCHY : and the Greeks are determined not 
to understand the economy '. 


* Varié diabolus semulatus est veritatem. Adfectavit illam, 
aliquando defendendo, concutere. Unicum Dominum vindicat 
omnipotentem mundi creatorem, ut et de unico heeresim faciat. 
Ipsum dicit Patrem descendisse in virginem ; ipsum ex ea 
natum ; ipsum passum; denique ipsum esse Jesum Christum. 


Ne 
Fa 
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(2.) Let us next attend to certam other pas- 
sages, which occur in the course of the same 
Treatise against Praxeas, whence Dr. Priestley 
and the Barrister have learned: that, in the time 
of Tertullian, an immense majority of catholic be- 
lievers symbolised in doctrine with our modern 
Antitrinitarians. 

Behold, I assert : that THE FATHER IS ONE PERSON; 
AND THE SON, ANOTHER PERSON; AND THE SPIRIT, 
ANOTHER PERSON. forthwith, each illiterate or per- 
verted individual takes this language in bad part : 
as sf st expressed diversity, and as if from diversity it 
protended the separation of the Father and the Son 
and the Spirit. But I say this through necessity : 
since they, adulating the Monarchy in opposition to 


Nez iste primus ex Asia hoc genus perversitatis intulit 
Romanze humo.—Paracletum fugavit : et Patrem crucifixit.— 

Fructicaverant avenze Praxiane, hic quoque superseminate, 
dormientibus multis in simplicitate doctrine : traducte dehinc 
per quem Deus voluit, etiam evulse videbantur.—Avene 
vero ille: ubique tunc semen excusserant. Ita aliquamdiu 
per hypocrisin, subdola vivacitate, latitavit: et nunc denuo 
erupit.— 

Itaque post tempus Pater natus, et Pater passus! Ipse Deus 
Dominus omnipotens Jesus Christus preedicatur !— 

Ubique tamen, propter instructionem et munitionem quorun- 
dam, dandus est etiam retractantibus locus: vel ne videatur 
nnaqueeque perversitas, non examinata, sed prajudicata, dam- 
nari; maximé heec, quee se existimat meram veritatem possidere, 
dum unicam Deum non alias putat credendum, quam si ipsum 
eundemque et Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum dicat. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. Oper. p. 404—406. 
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the Economy, contend; that THE FATHER AND THE 
SON AND THE SPIRIT ARE PERSONALLY IDENTICAL. J 
mean, however, only : that, BY DISTRIBUTION, NOT BY 
DIVERSITY, THE SON IS ANOTHER FROM THE FATHER |, 

Christ cannot but be, EITHER the Father, on the 
Son: for the one or the other of these two persons 
he must be. And neither are the day and the night 
the same: neither are the Father and the Son the 
same, so that they BoTH should be ONE PERSON, and 
that EITHER should be BoTH, as these vain Monarch- 
isis contend. HE HIMSELF MADE HIMSELF A SON TO 
HIMSELF, say they. Nevertheless, by the very ne- 
cessity of language, FATHER tmplies SON: and SON 
amplies FATHER. And they, who partake of esther 
relation, can in no wise be so constituted To them- 
selves BY themselves: so that the Father should make 
himself a Son to himself, and that the Son should 
make himself a Father to himself’. 


’ Ecce enim dico: alium esse Patrem; et, alium, Filium; 
et, alium, Spiritum. Malé accepit idiotes quisque, aut per-- 
versus, hoc dictum : quasi diversitatem sonet ; et, ex diversitate, 
separationem protendat Patris et Filii et Spiriths. Necessitate, 
autem, hoc dico; cum eundem Patrem et Filium et Spiritum 
contendunt, adversus olxovoulay monarchies adulantes: non 
tamen, diversitate, alium Filium a Patre ; sed distributione. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. Oper. p. 410. 

2 Ita aut Pater aut Filius est: et neque dies eadem et nox, 
neque Pater idem et Filius, ut sint ambo unus et utrumque 
alter; quod vanissimi isti monarchianz volunt. Jpse se, in- 
quiunt, Filium sibi fectt. At quin pater filium facit : et patrem, 
fillus. Et qui, ex alterutro fiunt, a semetipsis sibi fieri nullo 
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(3.) Lastly, in full establishment of the real 
sentiments of those ancient Antitrinitarians, who, 
by a professed historian, are declared to have held 
the doctrine of the divinity of Christ in abhorrence, 
let us hear the attestation of the old supplementer 
to Tertullian’s Tractate against Heretics. 

After all these, a certain Praxeas also introduced 
a heresy, which Victorinus laboured to corroborate. 
fe asserted: that JESUS CHRIST IS GOD THE FATHER 
ALMIGHTY. He contended: that THIS PERSON S8UF- 
FERED AND WAS CRUCIFIED. He propounded, more- 
over, with profane and sacrilegious temerity: that, 
HAVING DIED, HE HIMSELF SAT DOWN AT HIS OWN 
RIGHT HAND '. 

4. Thus, if I mistake not, we have evidence the 
most explicit and direct : that the Antitrinitanians, 
censured by Tertullian, so far from holding in ab- 
horrence the doctrine of Christ’s divinity, actually 
maintained the precisely opposite tenet, that Christ 
exclusively was the sole unipersonal God incarnate. 

This singular speculation produced of course 
the following doctrinal difference between the an- 


modo possunt, ut Pater se sibi Filium faciat, et Filius se sibi 
Patrem preestet. Tertull. adv. Prax. Oper. p. 410. 

' Post hos omnes Praxeas quidam heeresim introduxit, quam 
Victorinus corroborare curavit. Hic Deum Patrem omnipo- 
tentem Jesum Christum esse dicit: hunc crucifixum passumque 
contendit : mortuum preterea seipsum sibi sedere ad dexteram 
suam, cum profana et sacrilega temeritate, proponit. Suppl. 
in Tertull. de preescript. adv. her. § 22. Oper. p. 117. 
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cient Catholics and the censured patripassian An- 
titrinitarians. 

The Catholics held: that the one Deity exists 
in three persons; the second of which three per- 
sons became incarnate in Christ. 

The Patripassians held: that the one Deity ex- 
ists only in one person, variously denominated the 
Father and the Son and the Spirit; which one 
person similarly became incarnate in Chmist. 

Hence the Catholics held: that Christ, though 
truly man according to one of his two natures, 
is, according to the other of his two natures, 
truly, yet not exclusively, God. 

While the Patripassians held: that Christ, though 
truly man according to one of his two natures, is, 
according to the other of his two natures, God, 
not only truly, but exclusively likewise '. 


" The precise doctrine, taught by Praxeas in the second 
century, was maintained by Noétus in the third century. Hip- 
polytus, who wrote against this latter heresiarch and his fol- 
lowers, briefly propounds their system in manner following. 

‘OpGre, acedgoi, TH TpoTETEC Kal roApNpoY Coypa TrapELonvey- 
Kay, avatcyxurtwe A€yorrec’ Avrdg gore Xptoroc 6 Ilaryp, ad- 
roc Yioc, abrog éyevvij0n, avrog Exaber, adrug Eavror Hyper. 
Hippol. cont. Noet. § iii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 7, Hamburg. 1716. 

The same doctrine was also taught by Sabellius. With refer- 
ence to this Jast heresiarch, Augustine has given so valuable a 
comment on John x. 30, that I cannot refrain from subjoin- 
ing it. 

Audi, quomodo credas Patrem et Filium. Audi ipsum 
Filium: Ego et Pater unum sumus. Non dixit: Pater ego 
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III. The third proposition, supposed to be es- 
tablished by the passage in Tertullian, is: that 
the Antitrinitarian system of the tlliterates, so in- 
dignantly censured by the African Father, was in 
truth the faith of the Catholic Church from the very 
beginning ; while the doctrine. of Tertullian himself 
was a mere speculative innovation, which confessedly 
met wth smail acceptance among the honest and 
semple-minded majority. 

1. It is probable, that, by this time, the modern 
Antitrinitarian will entertain no great zeal for the 
establishment of the present proposition. 

The reason is obvious. If the Antitrinitarian 
system of Tertullian’s illiterates could be shewn to 
have been the faith of the Catholic Church from 


sum: aut Ego et Pater unum est. Sed, cum dicit; Ego et 
Pater unum sumus : utrumque audi, et UNUM et suMUS; eta 
Charybdi et a Scylla liberaberis. In duobus istis verbis, quod 
dixit unum, liberat te ab Ario: quod dixit sumus, liberat te a 
Sabellio. Si unum; non, ergo, diversum : si sumMUS ; ergo, et 
Pater et Filius. Sumus, enim, non diceret de uno: sed et 
UNUM non diceret de diversis. August. in Johan. Tract. xxxvi. 
Oper. vol. ix. p. 99. 

We, said our Lord, namely I and the Father, are one. ‘Eyw 
kai 6 xarnp EN EZMEN. 

Since he singularly said one: the doctrine of Arius must be 
false; because that doctrine would make the substance of the 
Son to be different from the substance of the Father. 

Since he plurally said we: the doctrine of Sabellius must be 
false; because that doctrine would make the Father and the 
Son and the Spirit to be nothing more than three variously 
deseriptive titles of one single person. 

12 
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the very beginning : it would be quite clear, that 
modern Antitrinitarianism was not the primitive 
faith of the Christian Church. For the illiterates 
vehemently contended for the exclusive divinity of 
Christ: whereas modern Antitrinitarians no less 
vehemently contend for his mere humanity. Hence, 
even if, from the present passage in Tertullian, 
_ Dr. Priestley could have established; that the 
faith of the censured illiterates was the faith of 
the Catholic Church from the very beginning : he 
would only, by such an operation, so far as he him- 
self was concerned, have given a most effectual 
death-blow to his own system. 

Happily, however, the testimony of the learned 
African needs not to give our modern Antitrini- 
tarians the slightest alarm : for, whatever might be 
the faith of the earliest Church, it certainly was 
not that of the Patripassians. | 

That these unlettered objectors to the Economy 
were, so far as the apostolic age is concerned, mere 
novel upstarts: 1s quite clear from the whole ac- 
count of the matter, as given by Tertullian. 

Their panic in regard to the Trinity, which has 
been strangely converted into an argument to 
prove the apostolic origination of modern Antitrini- 
tarianism, was, for the most part, unfelt and un- 
heard of in the West, until Praxeas travelled 
thither out of Asia’. The signal.of its com- 


' L say, For the most part: because Theodotus, the byzan- 
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mencement was his arrival among the Latins: as 
his previous labours in the East had excited a 
similar panic among the Greeks. His jirst crop 
of occidental tares, however, speedily, according 
to Tertullian, disappeared : and, though a second 
had recently sprung up, the good Father hoped 
and anticipated, that it would soon experience a 
similar catastrophe. 

Now could these doctrines, thus described by a 
contemporary writer, have fourished, within the 
pale of the Catholic Church, from the very be- 
ginning ? 

Could Tertullian have used such language, if 
every body knew: that, in truth, the simple men 
were the old primitive believers; and that he and 
his friends were notoriously the innovators ? 

Could he have represented Praxeas, as :ntroduc- 
ing the doctrines from Asia into the West: if, all 
the while, they had been smmemorially flourishing 
in the West long before the migration of Praxeas 
himself ; and if Praxeas, instead of introducing, had 
really found them there ? 


tine tanner, had attempted, much about the same time, to 
excite an alarm at Rome, though upon totally different prin- 
ciples. 

Praxeas taught, that Christ exclusively is the unipersonal 
God : Theodotus taught, that Christ was a mere man. 

To cause a panic in regard to the doctrine of the Trinity, 
each laboured in his vocation: for each was, doubtless, an 
Antitrinitarian. But they severally went to work in two 
directly opposite ways. 


a 
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How, on the theory of Dr. Priestley, comes Ter- 
tullian to say: They are now boasting, that we 
preach two or three gods’ ? 

The expression, now, clearly implies : that such 
boasting was of recent origin. At one period, 
while sleeping in the simplicity of that doctrine 
which they held Berore the arrival of Praxeas, the 
illiterates never thought of such a thing. But 
Praxeas, coming out of Asia where he had already 
been labouring diligently in his vocation, put it 
into their imprudent heads where it had never 
lodged previously: and THEN commenced the boast- 
ing of superior light and knowledge. 

Even this, however, is not the whole that may 
be remarked on the present most marvellously 
perverted subject. 

As the peculiar Antitrinitarianism of the Patri- 
passians was introduced into the Church, not found 
in the Church, by the branded innovator Praxeas : 
so Praxeas himself enjoyed’ not the sorry dignity 
of being, with reference to the age of Tertullian, 
an ancient heretic. He was the first, who intro- 
duced his palpably zew speculation into the West : 
and, compared with other perverters of the primi- 
tive faith, he is stigmatised by Tertullian as being 
an upstart but of yesterday *. 


” Itaque duos et tres JAM Jactitant a nobis pracdicari. Ter- 
tull. adv. Prax. Oper. p. 406. 
7 Nam iste primus ex Asia hoc genus perversitatis intulit 
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2. So much for Dr. Priestley's Direct evidence, 
i favour of the early Christians having been gene- 


Romanz humo, et alias inquietus. Tertull. adv. Prax. Oper. 
p- 405. | 

Hanc regulam ab initio Evangelii decucurrisse, etiam ante 
priores quosque heereticos, nedum ante Prazean hesternum, 
probabit tam ipsa posteritas omnium hereticorum, quam ipsa 
novellitas Praxee hesternt. Tertull. adv. Prax. p. 405. 

Sed, post hos omnes, etiam Praxeas quidam heresim intro- 
duxit. Supplem. in Tertull. de preescript. adv. her. § 22. 
Oper. p. 117. 

Dr. Priestley, as we have seen, tells us: that, Jn the tome of 
Tertullian, the greater part of believers were, as they alnays 
had been, Unitarians who held the doctrine of the divinity of 
Christ in abhorrence. 

In another place, he again speaks of an argument, for the 
novelty of the doctrine of the Trinity, which may be justly 
framed from the offence that was given by it in the days of that 
Father: when, so far as he can find, the common people first 
heard of it. Append. numb. ix. Works, vol. xviii. p. 538. 

And, in yet another place, he teaches us: that It was with 
great difficulty that the generality of Christians were reconciled, 
to the doctrine of the detty of Christ, and to that of the Trinity ; 
and that We may, therefore, take tt for granted, that it had not 
been muck heard of among the common people at least, and, if 
so, that it had never been taught by the Apostles. Hist. of Early 
Opin. book iii. chap. 14. Works, vol. vi. p. 492. See also Ibid. 
p. 499. ' 

I. To believe, that Dr. Priestley can have read, with even a 
moderate degree of attention, Tertullian’s Tractate against 
Praxeas : is really a matter of no small difficulty. 

So far as the historian can find, the common people First 
heard of the doctrine of the Trinity in the time of Tertullian ! 

It was with great difficulty, that the generality of Christians 
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rally Unitarians who held the doctrine of the divinity 
of Christ in abhorrence: evidence, the historian re- 


were reconciled, to the doctrine of the deity of Christ, and to that 
of the Trinity ! 

We may take it for granted, that it had not been much heard 
of among the common people at least ! 

1. Why, the whole Tractate of Tertullian, from beginning to 
end, is one continued censure of the noveLtizs of Praxeas: 
who, after all, instead of teaching his disciples to deny the deity 
of Christ, actually identified him with the Father, and main- 
tained his exclusive unipersonal deity. 

2. Accordingly, by starting plausible difficulties against the 
confessedly ancient doctrine of 4 Triad of three consubstanttal 
Persons in the Unity of the true Godhead, Praxeas is described, 
as having perverted many of the unlearned and imprudently 
precipitate, both among the Greeks and among the Latins, 
from that faith in the Trinity, which the Apostles had handed 
down to them, and which they had hitherto UNIVERSALLY re- 
ceived. 

8. The very basis of Tertullian’s argument is: The acknow- 
ledged and notorious priority of the Trinitarian System, which 
the common people had always held, until some tlliterates among 
them were recently perplexed by the subtleties of the upstart 
Prazeas; and the glaring novetty of the singular Antitrini- 
tarian System, the System, to wit, of Patripassianism, which 
that man of yesterday, on the score of his own mere dogmatical 
private interpretation, was endeavouring to substitute in its 
place. 

II. In short, even to say nothing of the mass of primitive 
testimony which I have already produced, Tertullian himself, 
as if in anticipatory mockery of the historian, attests, under the 
aspect of a mere naked MATTER oF FaAcT: both that The common 
had always, from the very beginning, held the doctrine of 
Trinity; and that The doctrine of the Trinity had been 
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marks, as express as can be desired in the case. But 
we have not yet done with the testimony furnished 
by the passage now under consideration. 

(1.) The simple men, though, in consequence of 
the suggestions of Praxeas, they took alarm at the 
doctrine of the Trinity: yet held, not THE BARE 
HUMANITY OF cHrisT like the Antitrinitarians of the 
present day, but His SOLE AND EXCLUSIVE DIVINITY. 

Now, that their newly adopted doctrine was 
erroneous, both Trinitarian and Antitrinitarian of 
modern times will fully agree. 

But still the question will obtrude itself: How 
came they to adopt such a doctrine ? 

Of primitive truth it was, no doubt, @ corruption. 
On ¢hzs point, happily, there can be no dispute. 

What, then, was the primitive truth, of which it 
was a corruption? What was the germ, from which 
apparently it originated ? 

The modern Trinitarian contends: that his 
creed was certainly the creed of the primitive 
apostolic Church. And the modern Antitrinita- 


handed down to them, from the very commencement of the Gospel 
stself. 

Hanc regulam 4B INITIO EVANGELII decucurrisse. 

III. Such is the mode, in which Dr. Priestley writes ecclesi- 
astical history. And, be it never forgotten, the question before 
us is, not a question of opinion, but a question of Fact. 

It is in regard to a Fact, we see, that Dr. Priestley and Ter- 
tullian differ toto caelo. Yet, incredible as it might well seem 
to a person unacquainted with Dr. Priestley’s writings, the 
modern historian, on this identical point, actually appeals to the 
testimony of the ancient Father. 
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rian equally contends: that that honour clearly 
belongs to Ass creed. 

Such being the case, if the modern Antitrinita- 
rian be right in his opinion: then the Patripassian- 
ism of the simple men was a corruption of that 
original faith, which taught; that Zhe Father 
EXCLUSIVELY 2s God, that God never became tnear- 
nate, and that Christ was a mere man. 

But, on the contrary, if the modern Trinitarian 
be right in Ais opinion: then the Patripassianism 
of the simple men was a corruption of that faith, 
which from the very beginning taught; that God 
is one in essence, that He exists nevertheless tn three 
persons, and that The second of these three persons 
became incarnate in the true man Jesus Christ. 

On which side, then, lies the ground of abstract- 
edly probable origination ? 

Many perhaps will incline to think, that the 
Patripassian System of The exclusive worship of 
Christ as the sole unipersonal Deity incarnate, asso- 
ciated with the notion that FATHER and son and 
SPIRIT are simply different names of one divine person, 
bids fairer : to be the corruption of a System which 
teaches, that The second of the three divine persons 
became incarnate in the man Jesus ; than of a Sys- 
tem which teaches, that Christ was a mere man, 
that The Holy Ghost is but a quality, and that 
God under no aspect ever became incarnate. 

(2.) They, who thus incline to think, will not 
be displeased to see the somewhat similar reason- 
ing of Novatian. 


CHAP. V. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 97 





In this place, says he, I may be allowed to frame 
an argument from the part which ts played by other 
heretics. That is a firm sort of proof, which is 
taken even from an adversary: so that, from the 
very enemies of the truth, the truth may be esta- 
bished. For so far as this tt is manifest, that Christ 
ts declared in Scripture to be God: tnasmuch as 
most heretics, struck with the magnitude and truth of 
his divinity, and thence beyond all bounds extending 
his honours, have dared to broach or to belteve ; that 
he is not distinctively the Son, but that he is even 
God the Father himself. Which notion, however 
contrary it may be to scriptural verity, is yet a 
mighty and powerful argument for the divinity of 
Christ : since he 1s so evidently and decidedly God, 
though, in so far forth as he is the Son of God, born 
from God; that most heretics receive him as God in 
such a manner, as to pronounce him not distinctively 
the Son but especially the Father. Let persons, 
then, well consider, whether he must not needs be 
God, whose authority has so greatly moved some, 
that they deem him even God the Father himself : 
the manifest divinity of Christ compelling them to 
confess divinity in Christ too unrestrainedly and 
effusely ; so that, whom they read to be the Son, 
they forthwith, becuuse they perceive him to be God, 
pronounce him to be the Father’. 


* Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 614. This statement 
of Novatian is one of the many passages, from the ancient 
VOL. Ii. H 


CHAPTER VI. 


RESPECTING THE ALLEGED INTRODUCTION OF THE 
DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY BY JUSTIN MARTYR, 
AND HIS CONSEQUENT SUPPOSED TIMID COURTESY 
TO THE PRIMITIVE ANTITRINITARIANS. 


| 


WE have now, though with small emolument, 
travelled through Dr. Priestley’s direct evidence in 
Javour of the early Christians having been generally 
Unitarians who held the doctrine of Christ's divinity 
tn abhorrence. He thinks, however, that the same 
important fact may be gathered, clearly though 
indirectly, from the timid courtesy of Justin Martyr, 
who flourished at a yet earlier period than Ter- 
tullian. It may be useful, therefore, to attend 
upon him, while stating his theory in regard to 
the alleged malpractices of this very ancient 
theologian. 

That the doctrine of Christ’s divinity is now 
held, and that during the lapse of many ages it has 
been held, by the entire Catholic Church, is a Fact 
too notorious to be denied. | 

Now, by the Antitrinitarians, this doctrine is 
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supposed to be a gross corruption of primitive 
truth, utterly unknown to the sincere believers of 
the apostolic age, and forming no part of the theo- 
logical system which was taught either by Christ 
himself or by his immediate disciples. 

Such being the case, the doctrine must have had 
a commencement at some indefinite time subse- 
quent to the apostolic age. 

Hence, on their own principles, the members of 
the Antitrinitarian School stand pledged to define 
and to specify the time of its commencement: and 
hence, unless this necessary task can be performed 
to the satisfaction of the conscientious inquirer, 
the whole fabric of Antitrinitarianism, so far as 
respects the point of apostolical sanction and abo- 
riginal antiquity, must inevitably sink to the 
ground, a disjointed mass of unseemly ruins. 

The force of the present statement seems to have 
been tacitly felt and acknowledged : and, as it has 
produced more than one attempt to solve a diffi- 
culty of no ordinary magnitude; so it has led to 
an exhibition of historical inconsistency, which 
anteriorly might have been justly deemed well 
nigh incredible. 

Mr. Lindsey, unless I wholly misapprehend him, 
ascribes the invention of the doctrine to the Coun- 
cil of Nice which sat in the year 325. 

If, says he, the matter is to be put to the vote as 
it were, it is absolutely necessary, that the less learned 
should be told, WHAT UPON INQUIRY WILL BE FOUND 
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UNDENIABLY TRUE: that The Fathers of the three 
Jirst centuries, and consequently all Christian People 
for upward of three hundred years after Christ till 
the Council of Nice, were generally Unttarians'. 


1 Lindsey’s Apol. p. 23, 24. I have said: that Mr. Lindsey, 
unless I wholly misapprehend him, ascribes the invention of the 
doctrine of the Trinity to the Council of Nice. This saving 
clause I have thought it necessary to introduce: because, in 
truth, Mr. Lindsey’s phraseology is not a little uncommon. 

He tells us: that atu Antenicene Christians were GENERALLY 
Unitarians. 

Now, though the word GENERALLY imports only a high 
degree of particularity, yet since the word Au decidedly sets 
forth universality, Mr. Lindsey, I suppose, must mean to assert 
the UNIVERSAL prevalence of Unitarianism anterior to the 
Council of Nice; ascribing to that celebrated Assembly the 
first invention of a hitherto entirely unknown doctrine, the 
doctrine, namely, of the Trinity. 

These early Unitarians, who comprehended at Christian 
People for upward of three hundred years after Christ till the 
Council of Nice, are defined by Mr. Lindsey to have been, 
what are now called etther Arians or Socinians: that ts, such 
as held our Saviour Christ to derive life and being and all his 
poners from God, though with different sentiments concerning 
the date of his original dignity and nature. Ibid. p. 24. 

I. That Mr. Lindsey had himself ever perused the Ante- 
nicene Fathers, I am unwilling, for the sake of his own credit, 
to believe. He rather seems, at second hand, to have hastily 
caught up his opinion from the loose and ambiguously deceptive 
statement of Faustus Socinus: a statement, however, which 
that writer found it necessary afterward, in its antitrinitarian 
sense, to retract. 

Cognitio ista, says he, sine ulla controversia, usque ad tempora 
Concilis Niceent, et aliquanto post, inter eos qui Christum prof- 
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This theory of Mr. Lindsey is, with good reason, 
by no means satisfactory to the angnymous Bar- 
rister. 


tebantur, esse non desttt. Per totum enim illud tempus, ut ex 
omnium, qui tunc extiterunt, scriplis liquet, ille unus verus Deus, 
quem passim sacra testimonia praedicant, solus Pater Jesu Christi 
est creditus. Faust. Socm. Epist. ad Radec. ii. Oper. vol. i. 
p. 375. 

1. Now, if, in this passage, Socinus meant only to say; that, 
According to the Antenicene Doctors, the Father alone possesses 
the prerogative of being AiroBeoc or God of himself, while the Son, 
though consubstantial with the Father and therefore physically 
and eternally very God, is still deritvatively Oeog ix Ocow God 
from God: he certainly spoke the truth. But, in that case, as 
his statement will be wholly useless to the cause of modern 
Antitrinitarianism, so it will exhibit the Antenicene Doctors as 
saying only what the Catholic Church has incariably said in 
ALL ages. 

2. On the other hand, if Socinus meant to intimate ; that, By 
the Antenicene Doctors, the Father was always accounted God 
alone ExcLusivety of the Son who himself was deemed by them 
@ mere creature, the matter so boldly asserted by Mr. Lindsey 
to be undeniably true : he assuredly, in that case, propounded 
a groes and direct falsehood ; as any person may satisfy himself, 
by the very simple operation of perusing those same Antenicene 
Doctors, or (if that be thought too great a labour for modern 
theological industry) by the easier task of merely reading Dr. 
Burton’s Testimonies of the Antenicene Fathers to the dicinity of 

Christ, in which most useful Work he will find the precise 
original words of those early writers faithfully given in the 
margin. 

3. Accordingly, as Mr. Lindsey (who professes to teach the 
less learned) ought to have known and remarked, Socinus 
afterward confessed: that, From about the rery commencement 
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Hence, instead of ascribing the invention of the 
doctrine to the Council of Nice, instead of pro- 


of the Church of Christ down to his own times, an innumerable 
host of pious and learned men, some of whom had sealed thew 
faith with their blood, uniformly maintained (what Socinus him- 
self is pleased to call a most grievous error), that Christ is that 
one God who created all things, or at least that Christ waa be- 
gotten from the proper substance of the Detty. 

Ab ipso ferme nascentis Ecclesie Christi initto usque ad nos- 
tra tempora, tot viros non minus pietate quam doctrina clariss- 
mos, tot ipsius Christi sanctissimos martyres, adeo ut nullus of 
numerus, eum alioqui gravissimum errorem secutos futsse ; quod 
Christus sit unus tlle Deus qui omnia creavit, aut certe ex tlleus 
propria substantia genitus. Faust. Socin. Epist. ad Radec. iii. 
Oper. vol. i. p. $91. Vide Bull. Defens. Fid. Nic. Procem. § 4. 

II. For his undeniable truth, it is not impossible, that Mr. 
Lindsey may also have been indebted to Dionysius Petavius 
and Cardinal Perron: who, as I have already observed, have 
thought fit, for certain very intelligible reasons of their own, to 
start the present paradox; though Petavius subsequently re- 
tracted. See above, book ii. chap. 1. § 1. 8. note. I think 
this the more probable, because, by some recent Antitrinitarian 
writers, I have seen Petavius adduced as an authority. 

1. With respect to Cardinal Perron, that ecclesiastic, in his 

Reply to King James, asserts generally, respecting the Ante- 
nicene Fathers, that the Arians would gladly be tried by them. 
- But neither the adventurous Cardinal, nor his equally adven- 
turous follower Mr. Lindsey, seems to have been aware: that 
such a trial was once actually proposed to the Arians ; and that, 
by them, it was very judictously declined. 

The story is somewhat curious: and, as my object through- 
out the present Work is to build upon racrs, I shall briefly 
bjoin it, as given by the two ecclesiastical historians Socrates 
Sozomen. 

2. Toward 
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nouncing the Fathers of the three first centuries 
to have been professed Unitarians, and instead of 


2. Toward the latter end of the fourth century, the Emperor 
Theodosius, wishing to heal the dissentions chiefly produced by 
the Arians, proposed to the Patriarch Nectarius, that a con- 
ference or synod should be held for the purpose of discussing 
the litigated points and of thus finally bringing the matter to an 
amicable settlement. 

Nectarius forthwith consulted Agelius: and Agelius intro- 
duced to him Sicinnius, a shrewd and well-informed Reader of 
his Church, who recommended that the following plan should 
be adopted. 

Well knowing, as the two historians remark, that the old 
Antenicene Writers unanimously taught the coéternity of the Son 
with the Father and therefore could never assert that the existence 
of the Son had a commencement, Sicinnius proposed, that, in- 
stead of entering into any wearisome and interminable disputa- 
tion, they should simply ask the Arians, together with the 
kindred Eunomians and Macedonians: whether they would 
consent to be tried by those ancient Antenicene Writers who 
flourished before the eruption of the then prevalent dissentions, 
ond whether they would finally abide by their words in deciding 
the matters litigated ? 

His advice was followed: and, in the presence of the Em- 
peror, the question was formally propounded. 

The Arians, however, notwithstanding (as Mr. Lindsey 
teaches us for ax undeniable truth) they had all the Antenicene 
Fathers on their own side, and notwithstanding (as Cardinal 
Perron gravely assures us in verbo sacerdotis ) they would gladly 
be tried by these same Antenicene Fathers ; when the offer of 
such a trial was fairly and openly made to them, somewhat un- 
accountably, on the historical principles of Mr. Lindsey and the 
Cardinal, necLinep its acceptance. 

Such being the case, the Emperor, finding that they relied on 

7 
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declaring that upon inquiry the whole of this will 
be found undeniably true: the Barrister assures 
us, that Tertullian and his learned contemporaries, 
who flourished about the latter end of the second 
century and the beginning of the third, were in no 
wise Unitarians, as Mr. Lindsey had too hastily 
asserted; but, on the contrary, he determines it 
to be AN INDISPUTABLE FACT, that these erroneously 
supposed Unitarians were the precise persons, who 
endeavoured to introduce into the hitherto strictly 
unitarian Church the doctrine of a Trinity in the 
Godhead. 

According, therefore, to the more matured in- 
quiry of the Barrister, Mr. Lindsey’s UNDENIABLE 
UNITARIANS actually turn out to have been the #den- 
tical mischievous individuals, who first excogitated 
and who first attempted to introduce the hitherto un- 
known and unheard of doctrine of the Trinity’. 

The speculation of the Barrister, I believe, did 
not see the light until after the death of Dr. 
Priestley. From the nature of his own theory, 
however, it is clear: that the historian neither 


their own bare private opinions and that they refused to abide 
by the decision of primitive antiquity, reasonably enough 
adopted the Creed of the Consubstantialists : inasmuch as they 
alone, confident in the evangelical soundness and the apostolical 
priority of their doctrinal system, were willing to abide the trial 
and to stand or fall by the test proposed. See Socrat. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. v. c. 10. Sozomen. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. ¢. 12. 


yy Letters by another Barrist. p. 105. 
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would, nor could, have corroborated it, by the 
sanction of fis laudatory approbation. 

So far from ascribing the invention and intro- 
duction of the doctrine of the Trinity either to 
the Nicene Fathers or to Tertullian and his learned 
contemporaries; Dr. Priestley inclines to seek its 
commencement at a yet earlier period, than that 
which has been selected, either by Mr. Lindsey, or 
by the Barrister. 

In pursuance of this plan, he is willing mainly 
to assign its discovery, together with the discovery 
of the closely connected tenet of Christ’s divinity, 
to the philosophical ingenuity of the converted 
Platonist Justin, who was received into the Church 
about the year 130. 

Mr. Lindsey propounded zs theory, as A MATTER 
UNDENIABLY TRUE; and the Barrister lays down his 
speculation, aS AN INDISPUTABLE FACT: but the more 
modest statement of Dr. Priestley’s hypothesis, 
as if he himself was not perfectly satisfied in re- 
gard to its solidity, is marked by a considerable 
degree of hesitation. It lies scattered, somewhat 
widely, in various parts of his controversial and 
theological compositions: but, so far as I can catch 
and understand its purport, we may view it, as 
setting forth the five following distinct propo- 
sitions. 

Justin Martyr FIRST INTRODUCED into the Church 
the hitherto unknown doctrines of Christ’s preéxist- 
ence and dwinity. Irenéus, who was partially his 
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contemporary, readily caught up the Nove. fancy. 
And others, who for whatever reason were already 
predisposed to act the same part, readily followed 
their evil example. 

But, though Justin First INTRODUCED these specu- 
lations into the Church, he did not, in absolute strict- 
ness of speech, INVENT them. Having been a Pla- 
tonist anterior to his conversion, he learned the sum 
and substance of them in the Schools of his favourite 
Heathen Philosophy. And, finding the doctrine of 
the Word of God ready formed to his hands tn the 
Works of the platonising Jew Philo, tt was small 
wonder, that he eagerly caught at it,and that thence 
with a personal application to Jesus of Nazareth he 
INTRODUCED tf tnto the Christian System. 

The unscriptural NovELTY, thus introduced, met 
with considerable opposition. For the generalsty of 
beltevers, who lived in the age of Justin, maintained 
the bare humanity of Christ. Accordingly, his lan- 
guage has all the air of an apology: and tt seems 
evidently to proceed from a man, who was not very 
confident of his opinion, and who was aware that he 
had not the sanction of the majority. 

Such being the case, we may easily understand, 
why he treats his antitrinitarian contemporaries with 
so much civility. For, in his time, they were very 

far from being reckoned heretics; though, by Irenéus, 
they were afterwards pronounced to be so. 

On the same principle, we may also understand: 
why, in case his novel speculations should be found 
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untenable, he so carefully provides for himself the 
respectabilsty of a decent retreat. He speaks of his 
openson, as being, in fact, a doubtful one: and, thence, 
he by no means sets st down, as a necessary article of 
Christian Faith. 

These five several propositions, unless I wholly 
and very unintentionally misapprehend the pur- 
port of his language, it is the object of Dr. Priest- 
ley’s statement to advance and to maintain '. 

I shall successively consider them, if not in the 
precise order wherein they have been here enume- 


* See Hist. of Corrupt. parti. sect i. Works, vol. v. p. 21, 22. 
sect. 2. p. 29, 30. sect. 3. p. 37. Letters to Bp. Horsley part i. 
lett. 6. Works vol. xviii. p. 90. Hist. of Early Opin. book il. 
chap. 2. sect. 2. book iii. chap. 14. Works, vol. vi. p. 208, 
493— 495. ° 

In extracting the above five propositions for the more com- 
modious discussion of Dr. Priestley’s theory, I have studied to 
express them as nearly as possible in his own precise words. 

It may not be improper to remark, that the wild notion ad- 
vocated by Dr. Priestley, respecting the alleged platonising 
innovations of Justin Martyr, had already been started, long 
before the birth of the rapid historian, by Daniel Zuicker in his 
Irenicum Irenicorum. 

Statuit Justinum fuisse, qui primus dogma, de Fil: preex- 
istentia ante conditum mundum, et de creatione mundi per ipsum, 
e Platonis Schola in Ecclesias Christianas introduzerit. Bull. 
Defens. Fid. Nic. sect. i. cap. 2. § 5. Vide etiam Bull. Introd. 
ad Primit. et Apostol. Trad. § 1—3. 

Bishop Bull justly calls this totally unsupported whim of 
Zuicker, which has since been revived as a grave matter of 
History by Dr. Priestley, absurdissimam suam sentcntiam. Ibid. 
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rated, yet in the order which for the purpose of 
eliciting the truth I deem most convenient. 

I. According to Dr. Priestley, When the novel 
doctrines of Christ's pre-existence and divinity were 
first introduced by Justin Martyr, they met with 
much opposition: for most of his contemporaries 
held the bare humanity of our Lord. Hence his 
language has all the atr of an apology: and it seems 
evidently to proceed from a man, who was not very 
confident of his opinion, and who was aware that 
he had not the sanction of the majority. 

1. This notion of the historian is built upon 
the following translation of a passage in Justin’s 
Dialogue with Trypho. 

For there are some of our race, who acknowledge 
him to be Christ, but who hold that he was a man 
born like other men. NEITHER DO I’ AGREE WITH THE 
MAJORITY OF CHRISTIANS, WHO MAY HAVE OBJECTED 
TO MY OPINION: because we are commanded, by Christ 
himself, not to obey the teachings of men, but what 
was taught by the holy prophets. 

To the translation, thus proposed for our ac- 
ceptance, Dr. Priestley appends the following re- 
mark. 

The phrase, NEITHER DO I AGREE WITH THE MA- 
JORITY OF CHRISTIANS WHO MAY HAVE OBJECTED TO 
MY OPINION, which is nearly the most literal render- 
ing of the passage (though I would not be under- 
stood to lay much stress on that circumstance), will 


_ aa construed to mean, that the majority 
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actually did make the objection, or that Justin sus- 
pected they might make it’. 

With respect to the leading clause m the passage 

now before us, its presert translation, which is 
offered by Dr. Priestley and which he pronounces 
to be nearly its most literal rendering, indisputably 
(as I am quite willing to admit) establishes the 
point, which it has been adduced for the purpose 
of establishing. 
_ Neither, says Justin, m Dr. Priestley’s nearly 
most literal version of his words: Neither do I 
agree with the majority of Christians, rho may have 
objected to my opinion. 

Now the opinion, here referred to as maintained 
by Justin, was the doctrine of Christ’s preéxistence 
and divinity : and, in this opinion, according to Dr. 
Priestley’s translation, he fairly confesses himself 
to disagree with the great majority of Christians. 

Since, then, Justin maintained the doctrine of 
Christ's preéxistence and divinity; and since, by 
_ his own confession in nearly the most literal ren- 
dering of his words, the great majority of Christ- 
ians, on this point, disagreed with him in opinion : 
it will inevitably follow, as Dr. Priestley from such 
premises with much justice concluded ; that Zhe 
doctrine of Christ's preéxistence and divinity was, in 
the trme of Justin, or only about forty years after the 


* Hist. of Early Opm. book iii. chap. 14. Works, vol. vi. 
p. 495. 
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death of St. John, rejected, under the aspect of an 
audacious novelty, by the great majority of christian 
believers : . 

Thus finally, however Dr. Priestley may have 
failed in establishing his point, so far as the times 
of Athanasius and Origen and Tertullian are con- 
cerned: thus finally, provided only we adopt the 
nearly literal translation which he recommends 
to our acceptance, he has completely established 
his point, in regard to the much earlier, and there- 
fore much more important, age of Justin. 

Hence the result of the whole inquiry is: that, 
About some forty years after the death of St. John, 
though Justin was attempting to corrupt the sound 
primitive doctrine recewed from the Apostles ; yet 
THE GREAT MAJORITY OF CHRISTIANS still, even con- 
Sessedly, maintained the genuine original system of 
humanitarian Antitrinitarianism. 

So much having been achieved by what the 
historian pronounces to be nearly the most iteral 
rendering of the passage, we may reasonably won- 
der, why he would not be understood to lay muck 
stress on that circumstance. The wHo.e strength 
of the demonstration obviously rests upon the 
strict propriety of the version: and the nearly per- 
fect lteralness of that version is the very matter, 
which in argument constitutes its peculiar value 
and cogency. Yet, with apparently superfluous 
prodigality of fairness, Dr. Priestley would not be — 
understood to lay much stress upon that circumstance. 
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. 2. At the first point of view, all this seems very 
extraordinary: but, by a mere inspection of the 
greek original, our astonishment will speedily be 
' Dr. Priestley, no doubt, had some small mis- 
givings as to the reception of his nearly most 
Literal translation: and hence, just as if the fallacy 
could escape detection, he would not be understood 
to lay much stress upon it. The truth is: no two 
clauses can be more unlike, than Justin’s original 
Greek, and Dr. Priestley’s nearly most literal trans- 
latton into English. For, while the translation 
makes the great majority of Christians to DISAGREE 
with Justin, the original Greek makes that same 
majority to AGREE with him. 

But let us hear the venerable Martyr, in what, 
unless I altogether mistake, will be found a strictly 
accurate version of the entire passage. 

For there are some, O my friends, I went on to 
say, of our race, who confess him indeed to be Christ, 
but who declare him to be only a man born from 
men. WITH WHOM I AGREE NOT : NEITHER WOULD I 
AGREE ; NOT EVEN IF THE MOST, WHO MAINTAIN HOW- 
EVER THE VERY SAME DOCTRINE AS MYSELF, SHOULD 
sAY so: tnasmuch as, by Christ himself, we are com- 
manded to obey, not mere human instructions, but 
those which have been propounded through the blessed 
prophets and which have been taught through himself’. 


? Kal ydp eioi rivec, & pidot, EAeyor, ard Tov hperépov yévouc, 
VOL. Il. 1 
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3. Thus, in a faithful translation, runs the en- 
tire passage, of which, to suit his own purposes, 


époroyourrec abroy Xporov elvar, dvOpwrov dé & dvOpérwy ye 
vopevoy droparvdpevoc’ ol¢ ob cuvriBepac? obd &y xdeiora, rab- 
rd poe doldcarrec, eixoter® Exerc obx dvOpwrelore didaypacs xe- 
KedevopeOa on’ abrov rov Xptorov weieoOar, ddrAa roic dta rap 
paxapiwy xpognraey xnpvyxOeicr kal de abrov didayxOeior. Justin. 
Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 207. 

I. In the leading clause of this passage, Justin’s Greek, Of¢ 
ov ovyrlBepac oS Gy meioror, rabra por dokdoavrec, etrotey, 
is by Dr. Priestley translated; Neither do I agree with the 
majority of Christians who may have objected to my opinion: 
and this he gravely pronounces to be nearly the most literal 
rendering of the passage ! 

1. The old latin translation runs: Quibus non assentior ; 
neque td sane multi, QUI IN EADEM MECUM SENTENTIA SUNT, 
dixerint. 

2. This translation, with merely a slight phraseological 
variation, has been followed by Bishop Bull: Quibus ego 
minimé assentior ; neque sané plerique, EADEM MECUM SEN- 
TIENTES, tllud dixerint. 

3. But, by the learned Benedictine Editors, the clause, so 
grievously tormented by Dr. Priestley, is rendered, as doubt- 
less it ought to be rendered, in manner following: Quibus ego 
non assentior, nec assentirer, etiamsi maxima pars, QUZ MECUM 
CONSENTIT, tdem diceret. 

4, From Justin’s own Greek, however, ALL interpreters, 
save Dr. Priestley, clearly saw: that the great majority of 
believers, or, in other words, the great body of the Catholic 
Church, AGREED, not DISAGREED, with Justin, as to his doctrine 
respecting the nature of Christ. On this point, as any one may 
perceive, Justin is full and express: xXcioro:, ratra pot dokd- 
oayrec. 


II. Though it may be of no particular importance to my 
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the leading clause has been so grossly perverted 
by Dr. Priestley. 

And now, when Justin is permitted to speak for 
himself, where is the historian’s proof: either that 
the majority of then existent Christians actually ob- 
jected to the opinion of Justin, or that Justin sus- 
pected they might object? 

Truly, it exists not. Instead of any confession 
on the part of Justin, that the great majority of his 
christian contemporaries objected to his opinion, he 


main point, as occurring not in the leading clause of the pas- 
sage, I think it right to notice a valuable conjectural emendation 
of Bishop Bull. 

From Justin’s use of the phrase, roic dx0 rov yévove YMQN, 
those of your race, when, in the very passage which immediately 
precedes the citation now before us, he addresses himself to 
Trypho and his jewish companions : it is contended, by Bishop 
Bull, that, in the present citation, instead of rou hperépov yévovc 
our race, we ought to read rov tperépou yévouc your race. 

In this emendation I agree with the learned Prelate. 

1. The original word yévoc, here translated race, means, not 
a mingled body of men collected out of all nations such as that 
which composed the Christian Church, but a single race or a 
single nation such as that of the Jews to which Trypho and his 
associates belonged. As Justin, then, in the immediately previous 
context, talks to Trypho about those who are of your race: 80, 
in the present citation, he says to him and to his hebrew friends, 
not There are some of our race, but There are some of Your race. 

2. The expression your race, happily restored for the ex- 
pression our race, refers to the sect of the Ebionites : who, in 
extraction, were Hebrews; and who, in doctrine, were Humani- 
tarians. Thus, self-approved, both by context and grammar 
and naked matter of fact, stands the proposed emendation. 

12 
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declares : that, as he did not agree with some few 
individuals, meaning doubtless the judaising Ebion- 
ites, who asserted the Christ to be only a man 
born of men ; so neither would he agree with them, 
even if, bysome strange revolution of sentiment, the 
great majority, who then however held the very same 
doctrine as himself, should at length, most unex- 
pectedly and most unaccountably, come to say so. 

Such is the declaration of Justin: and with it 
exactly tallies the distinct statement, which, in his 
first public Apology, he openly makes on behalf 
of his collective brethren. 

Evidently without the least fear of possible con- 
tradiction, he tells us: that even the most illite- 
rate Christians who had been received into the 
Church by baptism, even those who could neither 
read nor write, were familiarly acquainted with the 
doctrine of the Father and the demiurgic Word 
incarnate and the prophetic Spirit who moved 
upon the waters at the time of the creation; famili- 
arly acquainted, in short, with that doctrine of a 
Trinity m the Godhead, of which, he thinks, some 
traces might be found in the imitative plagiarisms 
of the Platonists; the ancient hebrew Scriptures 
being the real source, he alleges, whence they stole 
all their knowledge on the subject '. 


“Iva dé xal rapa ray huerépwy ddacxadwy (Agyopuey dé rov 
Adyou rov dia ray xpodyray) AaBovra rov IAarwrva padnré rod 
slreiv, UAnv Apopdor ovoay orpéWarra roy Oeor, xédopoy rorjoat. 
—Dore Adye Qcov, & rw txoxeisévwy Kai rpodndwOérrwy did 
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4. The historian’s pretended proof having thus 
vanished, Justin’s fancied apology for an opinion, 
contrary to the general opinion, of course vanishes 
also. 

Justin is making no apology for his sentiments : 
neither is Trypho urging against him (what we 
may be sure he would have done, if with truth he 
could have done) his confessedly new-fangled dis- 
crepance from the whole Catholic Church. On the 
contrary, still in exact conformity with his express 
statement that even the most illiterate Christian 
was familtarly acquainted with the doctrine of the 
Trinity, if Dr. Priestley would only have read 
with ordinary attention the very next sentence to 


Mectiwe, yeyericba roy wavra xéopoyr, kal Tdrwy, cal of ravra 
héyorrec, cai hpycic, éuaboper.— 

Kal ro éy rg xapad TAdrwnt Tysaly pvowdoyotpevoy mepi row 
Yiov rov cov, sre Néyet, "Exlacey abrov év rg xarti, rapd Mu- 
giwc AaBoy sSpolwe elxev.—Xiacpa vohoac, ry pera rov xpw- 
rov Oeoy Atvapey xeylacBa ty re wavri elxe. Kal ro eixeiv 
abroy rpiroy, éxed) éxayw rey vddrwy dvéyvw vxd Mucéwe ti- 
pnpévoy éxcgépecOae ro rov Ocov [vevpa. Aevrépay pev ydp xo- 
pay rg rapa Ocov Adyy, Sy cexiacba év rg wayri ign, Clowoe 
thy dé rplrny, rp AexOdvre ExcpépecBar rg care Mvevpari, ci- 
nov’ Ta dé rplra wept roy rplroy.— 

Ob ra abrd obv tyeic GAA Cokaloper* GAN’ of wdvrec ra 
hpérepa prpovperoe ALyouer. ap’ piv oby éore ravra deovoa 
cai pabeiy xapd rev abd rove xapaxrijpac rwy orotxelwy éxia~ 
raptvwy, idwroy péy cal BapBdpwy ro g¢Oéypa, copwy cé Kal 
moTay Tov vouy Svtwy, Kai mnpwy Kal ynpwy tivwy rac operc’ 
&¢ ovveivar, ob coglg dvOpwreig ravra yeyovévat, d\Ad Cuvdper 
Ocov AZyeoOar. Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 72, 73. 
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the passage which he has so strangely perverted: 
he would have found a direct confirmation of 
Justin’s assertion, that the great majority of Christ- 
tans held the same opinions with himself. For he 
would have found Trypho, strong in his jewish 
prejudices, objecting: that CHRISTIANS COLLECTIVELY 
said the self-same things, that yusTIN INDIVIDUALLY 
said, respecting the nature of the divine Redeemer. 

Trypho replied: Those, who say, that Jesus was 
born a mere man, and that by election he was anotnt- 
ed, and that he became the Christ, seem to me to 
speak more credibly than rou who say those things 
that THOU sayest '. 


* Kai 6 Tpigpwy, "Epo pev doxovorv, elev, of éyovrec ave 
Opwroy yeyovévat avroy, xai kar’ éxdoyny KexploBar, Kal Xpeoroy 
yeyovévat, rBavwrepoy YMQN Xéyeey rey ravra dwep OHey Ae- 
yoyrwy. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 207. 

This passage was certainly read by Dr. Priestley, but not 
read by him with ordinary attention. The former particular 
appears, from the fact of his having cited it: the latter, from 
the fact of his having translated it. In the hands of Dr. 
Priestley, all attestation to the circumstance of Christians at 
large (expressed by the emphatic plural word tpov, here 
plainly equivalent to You Christians) saying those identical 
things that Justin said, totally vanishes. The following is his 
version of the place. 

They, who think that Jesus was a man, and, being chosen of 
God, was anointed Christ, appear to me to advance a more pro- 
bable opinion than yours. Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 1. 
Works, vol. v. p. 22. 

To advance a more probable opinion than yours ; a mode of 
speaking, which would obviously lead a reader, who had not 
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In this passage, the plural you, as directly con- 
tradistinguished from the individualising THovu, is 
plainly equivalent to you curisTIANs. Trypho, 
consequently, in full accordance with Justin’s im- 
mediately preceding avowal that THE most held the 
very same opinions with himself, remarks: that THE 
GREAT COLLECTIVE BODY OF CHRISTIANS said the same 
things, respecting the nature of Christ, that susTiNn 
HIMSELF said ; but that he deemed the scheme of the 
humanitarianising individuals, with whom Justin and 
the majority could not agree, far more credible than 
that of the Church Catholic. 

In truth, if Justin apologised at all, he must 
have apologised, Dr. Priestley himself being judge, 
because his opinion was A NOVELTY, and because no- 
toriously but FEw had embraced tt. Yet Justin de- 
clares, that THE MOST or THE MAJORITY of those who 
bore the name of Christians thought as he did: and 
Trypho, in his immediate reply, confirms the truth 
of his declaration, while he strongly objects to the 
abstract tncredibility of the doctrine. 

The entire passage, in short, with its immedi- 
ately consecutive context, indisputably establishes 
a position the very opposite to that, which, on its 
authority, Dr. Priestley wished to establish. For 


the original Greek before him, to conclude, that Trypho was 
speaking only of the mere individual opinion of Justin: To 
advance a more probable opinion than yours is Dr. Priestley’s 
proposed version of Justin’s m@avwrepoy YMOQN déyer rv 
ravra &rep OHcZ Acyorrwy' 
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it clearly demonstrates : that THE GREAT MAJORITY 
of those who bore the Christian name, or, in other 
words, THE ENTIRE CATHOLIC CHURCH as contradis- 
tinguished from those innovators who had separated 
themselves from her communion, held the very same 
doctrine respecting the nature of Christ that Justin 
himself held. 

To sum up the whole matter, the precipitate 
historian has, most infelicitously, mistaken a de- 
cided adversary for a trusty ally. 

II. Dr. Priestley further learns, from the phrase- 
ology of Justin: that, In his time, Antitrinitarians, 
who dented the godhead of Christ, were very far 
from being reckoned heretics; though, afterward, 
they were pronounced to be such by Irenéus: a cir- 
cumstance, which at once accounts for Justin's extra- 
ordinary civility to his humanitarian contemporaries, 
and evinces the conscious unpopular innovator. 

1. A reader, unacquainted with Dr. Priestley’s 
mode of writing history, would doubtless, from this 
statement, naturally conclude: that Justin Jong 
preceded Irenéus, and that the doctrine of Christ’s 
mere humanity was not pronounced heretical until 
many years after the death of Justin. 

Yet, with respect to these two ancient Fathers, 
how does the question of relative or comparative 
chronology stand actually ? 

Justin and Irenéus, as Dr. Priestley himself sub- 
sequently, though not very consistently, observes, 
were, in truth, CONTEMPORARIES: or, as the his- 
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torian expresses it, they flourished asouT THE SAME 
™™e'. For Justin was converted to Christianity 


* Lest any person should imagine that I am misrepresenting 
Dr. Priestley, I subjoin, in all equity, his own precise words. 

I. They occur in two several places of his History of Cor- 
ruptions. 

1. The manner, in which Justin Martyr speaks of those 
Unitarians who believed Christ to be the son of Joseph, is very 
vemarkable: and shews, that, though they even denied the mi- 
vaculous conception, they were far from being reckoned heretics 
IN HIS TIME, as they were BY IRENEUS AFTERWARD. Hist. of 
Corrupt. part i. sect. 1. Works, vol. v. p. 21. 

2. Wuh this disposition to make his religion appear in the 
most respectable light to the heathens, and having himself pro- 
Sessed the doctrine of Plato, can it be thought extraordimary: 
that Justin eagerly caught at the doctrine of the Logos which 
he found ready formed to his hands in the Works of Philo, and 
that he tntroduced it into the Christian System; that Irenéus, 
who was educated among the philosophers aBouT THE SAME 
TIME, did the same thing; or that others, who were themselves 
sufficiently predisposed to act the same part, should follow their 
example? Hist. of Corrupt. parti. sect. 2. Works, vol. v. 
p- 30. 

II. It has been truly said; that, for the purpose of preserving 
a-decent verisimilitude, the writer of Romance ought to possess 
a good memory: and the celebrated slip of the immortal 
Cervantes has often been adduced in the way of illustration. 
The memory of Dr. Priestley, who, as an historian, ought not to 
be a romancer, is so treacherous, that it fails him in the course 
of nine octavo pages. 

1. In the first of these two passages, when it is convenient 
for Dr. Priestley to exhibit Humanitarianism, as, at a very 
early period of Ecclesiastical History, nor marked with the 
brand of heresy, though subsequently, at a later period, dis- 
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shortly after the year 130 ; and he suffered ‘mar- 
tyrdom about the year 163: while Irenéus is sup- 
posed to have been born in the year 97, and to 
have published his Work against Heresies in the 
year 175. Dr. Priestley’s assertion, therefore, 
that, in the time of Justin, the maintainers of 
Christ’s mere humanity were far from being reck- 
oned heretics, but that by Irénéus afterward they 
were distinctly pronounced to be such, may well 
seem not a little paradoxical. If Justin and Ire 
néus flourished about the same time, which, in one 
place at least, the historian rightly asserts to have 
been the case; and if the Ebionites, under the 
precise aspect of asserting our Lord to have been 


tinctly marked with that brand: then The teme of Justin.is 
contradistinguished from The time of Irenéus; and, with refer- 
ence to The time of Justin, then we are informed, that The time 
of Irenéus was AFTERWARD. 

2. But, in the second of these two passages, when it is con- 
venient for Dr. Priestley, to dress up a sort of concurring plot, 
oriental and occidental, to introduce the novel platonic doctrine 
of The godhead of the Word: then The time of Justin and The 
time of Irenéus are happily found to syNcHRONISE; and then 
we learn, that these two insidious Fathers, Justin in the East 
and Irenéus in the West, having been educated among the phi- 
losophers ABOUT THE SAME TIME, most harmoniously agreed to 
do the same thing. 

III. Some there are, objects the Batchelor Carrasco, sho 
have taxed the author with want of memory or sincerity. For 
we find, by the story, that the ass was certainly stolen: and yet, 
by and by, we find tts owner riding the same ass again, without 


— light given us into the matter. 
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sothing more than a mere man, are explicitly pro- 
nounced by Irenéus to be heretics, which the his- 
torian acknowledges to be a clear matter of fact: 
Iam. at a loss to understand what he can mean 
by the statement; that These persons were very far 
from being reckoned heretics IN THE TIME OF JUSTIN, 
as they were BY IRENEUS AFTERWARD. The time of 
Justin and the time ‘Of Irenéus, save that Irenéus 
wrote about some twelve years after the martyr- 
dom of Justin, were in truth identical. Hence 
the necessary result must be, that those, who were 
reckoned heretics in the time of Irenéus, were also 
reckoned heretics in the time of Justin’. 


* Dr. Priestley’s favourite argument is to the following 
effect. 

The on Ly persons, who, under the specific appellation of 
heretics, troubled the early Church, were the Gnostics. Now 
the Ebionites were not Gnostics: and yet these very Ebionites 
coustantly asserted the mere humanity of our Lord and steadily 
denied his divinity. Therefore persons, who asserted the mere 
humanity of our Lord and who denied his divinity, provided 
they did not superadd to this doctrine the special peculiarities 
of Gnosticism, were not in the early Church reckoned heretics. 

I. Some very able men, chiefly (so far as I can find) on the 
insufficient testimony of Epiphanius, and certainly in opposition 
to the authority of Augustine and Theodoret and Irenéus when 
not gratuitously corrected, have contended : that the Ebionites, 
whom Dr. Priestley claims as exactly symbolising with the 
modern Humanitarians, were, after all, no other than a branch of 
the Gnostics, agreeing with the Cerinthians in their sentiments, 
not only respecting Jesus, but respecting the Christ also. 

‘Doubtless, if this opinion could be established, Dr. Priestley 


— | 
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2. How this plain and obvious conclusion from 
the acknowledged declaration of Irenéus THE con- 


would immediately fall by his own weapon : for, in that case, it 
would be impossible to discover a single early impugner of our 
Lord’s divinity or a single early maintainer of the mere humanity 
of Jesus, save among the Gnostics ; who are by htmself acknow- 
ledged to have atways been denominated heretics. 

II. But, as I must freely confess that I have never yet seen 
the opinion established to my own satisfaction, and as I must own 
that the weight of evidence strikes myself as preponderating in 
the other scale (see above, append. i. numb. 2. sect. 4.) : I shall 
be content to argue with Dr. Priestley on his own avowed pre- 
mises. 

1. In the early Church, he tells us, none, save the Gnostics, 
were reckoned heretics. 

Now, by Irenéus, who was born in the year 97 and who wrote 
in and prior to the year 175, who consequently through all this 
period with the exception of the last twelve years was the con- 
temporary of Justin Martyr, who was equally well acquainted 
with the Catholic Church both in the East and in the West, 
and who had received his own theology from the immediate 
disciple of St. John: by Irenéus, thus importantly circum- 
stanced, the Ebionites are distinctly specified as heretics under 
the precise aspect of their asserting the mere humanity of our 
Saviour. 

2. Such being the case, the argument of Dr. Priestley, how- 
ever it be met, is alike invalid. 

(1.) If the Ebionites were, as some have contended, a sub- 
division of the Cerinthian Gnostics: then, by his own confes- 
sion, they must have been counted heretics ; whence it will fol- 
low, that in the early Church not a single impugner of the 
divinity of Jesus can be discovered, to whom the charge of 
heresy did not attach. 

(2.) If, on the contrary, as we are distinctly informed by 

44 


he: 
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TEMPORARY OF JUSTIN can be escaped, I must con- 
fess myself unable to discern. 
In his Dialogue with Trypho, Justin avows his 
dissent from the impugners of Christ’s divinity : 
. but, not there treating professedly of the early 
heresies, he does not specifically or in so many 
words happen to call these Humanitarians by the 
name of heretics’. His contemporary Irenéus, on 


Theodoret, the Ebionites agreed with Theodotus and Artemon 
in their opinion respecting the Christ, differing on this precise 
point from the Cerinthians who held that the Christ was a 
celestial Eon and that he descended upon the mere man Jesus 
at the time of his baptism ; and if, consequently, in strict 
accordance with the parallel testimony of Irenéus and Augus- 
tine, the Ebionites were not a branch of the Gnostics: then, no 
less than on the other supposition, they still must have been 
deemed heretics; because, in matter of fact, we find them 
recorded as such by Irenéus, the contemporary of Justin, and 
therefore a decidedly primitive writer on that very subject. 

3. In short, let us take the matter as we please, whether the 
Ebionites were or were not Gnostics, it will be alike impossible 
for Dr. Priestley to find any early asserters of our Lord’s mere 
humanity, who were not from the very first pronounced to be 
heretics. 

? Justin informs us, that he himself wrote a Work against ALL 
the then existing heresies. 

“Eore € pty xal ovyraypa xara TIAZQN roy yeyernpévwy 
aipésewy ovyreraypévoy. Apol. i. Oper. p. 54. 

The term aLt may seem to import, that he arranged as 
heretics certain other persons beside avowed and recognised 
Gnostics. 

This Work has unfortunately perished ; so that we are unable 
to speak positively: but, since we find his contemporary Ire- 
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the contrary, treating professedly of that: precise 
subject, unhesitatingly applies the offensive title 
to religionists of this identical description. Hence 
the necessary result is: that, In the days of the 
two contemporaries Justin and Irenéus, impugners of 
Christ’s divinity were, under that specific aspect, con- 
sidered in the light of heretics’. 


néus associating, in the common charge of heresy, the Ebionites 
with the Gnostics and especially with the Cerinthians, because, 
though they symbolised not with them in all points (non simi- 
liter) respecting the nature of Jesus Christ, they at least agreed 
with them in asserting the bare humanity of Jesus ; the pre- 
sumption is, that Justin did the same as Irenéus, and that he 
uses the term ALL in reference not only to the various ramifi- 
cations of the one grand heresy of Gnosticism but likewise to 
the distinct heresy of Ebionism. 

* That Irenéus pronounces the Ebionites to be heretics on the 
simple broad ground of their asserting the mere humanity of our 
Saviour, is manifest from the following very strong passage ; in 
which Humanitarianism, strictly as Humanitarianism, is pro- 
nounced to be a deadly error which excludes a person from 
eternal life. 

Qui nudé tantum hominem eum dicunt ex Joseph generatum, 
perseverantes in servitute pristine inobedientiz moriuntur :— 
ignorantes autem eum qui ex Virgine est Emanuel, privantur 
munere ejus, quod est vita zterna. Iren. adv. heer. Jib. iit 
c. 21. p. 212. 

The declaration of Irenéus will establish the true exposition 
of a passage in the Epistles of Jerome, which, by writers of the 
Antitrinitarian School, has sometimes been adduced for the 
purpose of shewing, that a denial of our Lord’s divinity was 
not in early times condemned as a heresy. 

Si hoc verum est, in Cerinthi et Ebionis hzeresim delabimur, 
qui, credentes in Christo, PROPTER HOC SOLUM a Patribus anae 





. 
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III. If, however, we may credit Dr. Priestley, 
Justin speaks of his opinion as a doubtful one, and 


thematizati sunt, quod Legis czremonias Christi Evangelio 
miscuerunt. Hieron. Epist. ad August. lxxxix. Oper. tom. ii. 
p- 265, 266. Colon. 1616. 

I. Jerome, it is said, here distinctly states, that the soLz 
cause, which produced the condemnation of Ebion, was his 
mingling the ceremonies of the Law with the Gospel of Christ. 
Whence it follows, that, if he had only asserted the mere 
humanity of our Lord, he would not have been condemned as a 
heretic. 

The palpable error of this plausible interpretation is readily 
manifested from the circumstance : that Jerome here associates 
the Humanitarian Ebion with the Gnostic Cerinthus, and that 
his expression PROPTER HOC soLum™ alike relates to both. Hence, 
_ if the soz cause, which produced the condemnation of Ebion, 
was his mingling the ceremonies of the Law with the Gospel of 
Christ : then the same mingling must have been the sore cause, 
which produced the condemnation of Cerinthus. And thus the 
result of the present interpretation will be : that, had Cerinthus 
only been a Gnostic, he would not have been condemned as a 
heretic. 

II. Seill it may be asked: What then is it, which Jerome 
does mean? 

1. A reply to this question is no very difficult matter. 

Jerome merely wishes to intimate, that, even if there were 
no other reason than their Judaism, that ALone, independently 
of all other existing grounds, were amply sufficient to justify 
the condemnation of Cerinthus and of Ebion. Whatever else 
they might hold, nothing more than this was necessary to con- 
vict them of heresy. 

2. Such is the plain and necessary import of the passage. 

Jerome esteemed both the Gnosticism of Cerinthus and the 
Humanitarianism of Ebion deadly heresies : for, on these points, 
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by no means propounds it as a necessary article of 
Christian Faith. Whence, distrusting the soundness 
of that hitherto unheard of novelty which he wished 
to introduce, and conscious that he had not the sanc- 
tion of the majority along with him, he carefully 
provided a decent retreat for himself, in case his new 
speculation should be found untenable. 

1. The passage, which in Dr. Priestley’s hands 
is made to vouch for all these extraordinary cir- 
cumstances, hard as it may be to credit the fact 
after the historian’s grave citation of it for his own 
purpose, is merely and simply an instance of that 
very common mode of argumentation, which is 
built upon the acknowledged principles of an 
adversary. 

Justin himself maintains: that The promised 
Messiah of the Hebrews 1s undoubtedly God, even 
the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob. But, as 
Trypho contends that The Christ was to be a mere 
man; Justin is willing to argue with him upon 
his own theory: and, even thus, he undertakes to 
prove; that his jewish adversary could have no just 
ground to deny the Messiahship of the man Jesus. 


he fully agreed with Irenéus. But with such specialities his 
subject did not lead him to have any immediate concern. He 
was treating of a heresy common alike to Ebion and to Cerin- 
thus (Cerinthi et Ebionis heresim); the heresy, namely, of the 
perpetual obligation of the ceremonial Law upon Christians : 
and, on this account ALONE, to say nothing of any other ground, 
they were rightly anathematised (he remarks) by the Fathers. 
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And now, Trypho, said I, the proposition, that 
JESUS IS THE CHRIST OF GOD, will not become null and 
void, even if I should be unable to shew: both that 
He preéxisted, inasmuch as he is God the Son of 
the Creator of all things; and likewise that He was, 
through the Virgin, made man. But, from the whole 
which kas been demonstrated, it will still follow: that, 
Whoever in point of nature he may be, TH1s PERSON 
18 THE CHRIST OF Gop. For, even if I could not de- 
monstrate, that He pre-existed, and that Having. 
flesh according to the counsel of the Father he was 
born a man of like passions with ourselves: still, in 
this supposed case, you could with justice only say ; 
that I had failed of my purpose. Because, even if 
it should appear that He had been born a mere hu- 
man being from human beings, and even if it could 
be proved that He was only elected to become the 
Christ : still you would not, on that account, be war- 
ranted in denying, that THIS PERSON 18 THE CHRIST’. 


1 “Hew pévro, 3b Tpvger, elroy, ovx axc\dvra: ro TOIOYTON 
EINAJ XPIZTON TOY OEOY, éay aoceizac pn Covepat, Gre 
cal xpovriipyey vioc rov rotnrov Tov Edwy Oro ov, cai yeyév- 
yaras GyvOpwroc Cia ric rapBivov, adda ek xavrig dxoceyvo- 
pévow re OYTOZ EXTIN O XPIZTOZY O TOY GEOY, Goric ov- 
vec Eerat® day 2é ph droceviw, Gri xpovriipyxe, Kal yevynOivac 
drOpwroc Opowrabhe Hpivy capxa tywy, cai Thy row Harpoc Bov- 
Lgy ixépecvey, éy Toure rexrarvfoGai pe poor NéEyey Cixasoy, 
Ga py dpreioba Ore OYTOZ EZTIN O XPIZTOX, ear gai- 
vara wc GvOpwroc Ef avOpexey yevynferc, cat ExhoyH yEropevoc 
tle ro Xptoroy elvat, dxocexvunrac. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. 
Oper. p. 207. 
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2. Such is the clear and forcible argument of 
Justin: an argument, by which, on the disputa- 
tively allowed principles of his adversary, he un- 
dertakes to prove against him; that, Whatever may 
be the precise nature of the predicted Messiah, at all 
events JESUS OF NAZARETH I8 THE CHRIST OF GOD. 

And then, immediately afterward, by way of 
illustration, and for the purpose of shewing the 
possibility of An admission of the Messiahship of 
Jesus with a dental of his preexistence and divinity : 
he puts down the other passage, so strangely (as 
we have seen) perverted and misapplied by Dr. 
Priestley. 

For there are some persons, O my friends, I 
went on to say, of our race, who confess him indeed 
to be the Christ, but who declare him to be merely 
a man born from men. With whom I agree not: 
neither would I agree; not even if the most, who 
maintain however the very same doctrine as myself, 
should say so. 

3. Thus, the avowed object of Justin’s argu- 
ment is to establish, on the very principles of his 
adversary himself, the proposition: that sEsus or 
NAZARETH IS THE CHRIST OF GoD. And the illustra- 
tive example, which he employs, is the case of the 
Ebionites. 

The whole matter, argument and example to- 
gether, will run to the following effect. 

Even to argue with you on your own erroneous 


- O Trypho and ye other accompanying 
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Jews, you can have no solid ground for denying 
THE MESSIAHSHIP OF JESUS. Granting for a moment, 
that I cannot establish the point of his divinity ; 
do I thence, of necessity, give up the point of his 
messiahship # Assuredly not. For some of your 
own countrymen, who claim to be of our religion, 
acknowledge his messiahship: while yet, like your- 
selves, they contend, that the Christ is a mere man. 
These Ebionites, indeed, as we are wont to call 
them, do not speak the language of the Church 
Catholic: and both I myself, and the great col- 
lective majority who agree with me, deem them 
wholly mistaken in their views. But this’ does 
not, at all, invalidate my present argument. I dis- 
pute with you, on your own erroneous principles. 
And, even on those principles, false as they are, I 
repeat it, you have no solid ground for denying, as 
a simple abstract truth, THE MESSIAHSHIP OF JESUS. 
4. Than such a mode of reasoning with an 
adversary, nothing, as we all know, is more com- 
mon. Yet, incredible as it may well seem, Dr. 
Priestley claims to learn from it: that Justin speaks 
of his own opinion as a doubtful one ; that He allows 
it to be by no means a necessary article of faith; and 
that He carefully provides for himself a decent re- 
treat, in case he should be unable to establish tt. 
These are the matters, which the _ historical 
sagacity of Dr. Priestley learns from Justin’s argu- 
mentum ad hominem. And the account of his re- 
markable discoveries he triumphantly concludes, 
K 2 
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by laying it down, as an indisputable truth: that 
This ts not the language of a man, very confident 
of his opinion, and who had the sanction of the ma- 
jority along with him’. 

IV. But, whatever may have been the reception 
which the doctrine of Christ’s divinity met with 
in that early age, Dr. Priestley inclines to believe : 
that Justin and his associates borrowed their idea 
of the new tenet from Plato and Philo. 

Having himself, says the historian, professed the 
doctrine of Plato, can tt be thought extraordinary : 
that Justin eagerly caught at the doctrine of the 
Locos, which he found ready formed to his hands tn 
the Works of Philo, and that he introduced it into 
the Christian System; that Irenéus, who was also 
educated among the philosophers about the same 
time, did the same thing; or that others, who were 
themselves sufficiently predisposed to act the same 
part, should follow their example? ? 

By the friends of Dr. Priestley, this speculation, 
I doubt not, has been deemed highly ingenious 


? Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 1. Works, vol.v. p. 22. 
Much the same perversion of this very plain and familiar argu- 
ment of Justin had already been adventured by Episcopius. 
He is answered by Bishop Bull, precisely asI have answered Dr. 
Priestley. Judic. Eccles. Cathol. c. vii. § 1—5. A very 
child might have seen, that Justin’s argument is purely an 
argumentum ad hominem, founded on the principles of his 
adversary. 

* Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 2. Works, vol. v. p. 30. 
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and even altogether satisfactory. Yet, after all, 
the simple question is: Whether the alleged Fact, 
which tt propounds, rests upon any solid evidence ? 

1. At the beginning of the Dialogue with Try- 
pho, Justin relates the singular and almost ro- 
mantic circumstance which finally produced his 
conversion to Christianity. 

As he was walking on the sea-shore, an un- 
known old man, whom he had never seen before 
and whom he. never saw again, encountered him, 
and forthwith entered into conversation with him. 
Justin spoke largely of Plato and Pythagoras. In 
reply, the old man, who was a Christian, pro- 
fessed, somewhat unceremoniously, the most hearty 
contempt, both for Plato, and for Pythagoras, and 
for the whole generation of philosophers. No- 
thing whatsoever, said he, do I care, either for Plato, 
or for Pythagoras, or (plainly to speak my mind) 
for any other person who advances such speculations’. 
In their place, he offered to propound to his com- 
panion that which alone can be deemed solid and 
essential truth. His offer being accepted, he 
strenuously recommended the study of prophecy, 
as setting forth the one God and his Christ : and, 
at the close of his lecture, he added an admirable 
exhortation to prayer for spiritual knowledge and 


1 Ovcéy éEpol, Epn, pédAec TAarwrvoc, ovcé Wv8aydpov, obce ax- 
Awe obcEévog SAwe roaira Cokaovroc. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p- 172. 
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illumination. Above all things, said the venerable 
stranger, pray, that the gates of light may be opened 
to you. For these matters will not be understood 
and comprehended, unless God and his Christ shall 
give to any one a right knowledge of them. Here 
they parted: and Justin declares, that he im- 
mediately felt his whole love excited toward the 
prophets and those men who are the friends of 
Christ. Revolving, says he, the old man’s words 
within me, I found this to be the onLy sure and 
beneficial philosophy. Thus, and on account of these 
things, became I a philosopher '. 

According, then, to Justin’s own narrative of his 
conversion, he rorsook Platonism, i order that he 
might BEcoME a Christian: and this circumstance 
of his having ForsAKEN it we find to be a matter 
of public notoriety. 

Trifling accidental expressions will often do 
more in determining a point, than the longest and 
most elaborate argument. Of this nature is one 
of those, which are used by Trypho. I view it, 
as proving: not only that Justin, subsequent to 
his conversion, HAD UTTERLY RENOUNCED Platonism; 
but likewise that his renunciation of it was a fact 
WELL KNOWN and PERFECTLY FAMILIAR to his con- 
temporaries. 


* Atcadoy:Lopervdg re wpo¢g ésavroy rove Adyouc abrov, ravrny 
MONHN eipioxoy gidocogiay dogadf re xal cipdopor. Otrwc 
oy Kal dca ratra gidAdcogoc éyw. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p. 173, 174. 
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It were better for you, says his jewish antago- 
nist, to be stILu devoting yourself to the philosophy 
of Plato or of any other master, exercising forts- 
tude and temperance and modesty, than to be de- 
cetved with lying words, and to be following men 
worth nothing *. 

The force of the evidence, contributed by this 
passage, rests obviously in the word stitt. Justin 
had been enamoured of Plato’s speculations. He 
was now enamoured no longer. The expression, 
It were better for you to be stitu devoting yourself 
to the philosophy of Plato, implies: that he was 
well known to have then ceasep thus to devote 
himself. oe, 

2. Such is the account, which Justin himself 
gives of the revolution in his own sentiments. 

Yet Dr. Priestley is quite sure: that the learned 
Father is mistaken: for, instead of leaving Pla- 
tonism behind him, which he gratuitously describes 
the old man as reprobating in the most contemp- 
tuous terms; he brought it along with him, by way 
of improving what he himself styles the onLy sure 
and beneficial philosophy. 

We have, says the historian, the most direct evt- 
dence of some of the most distinguished writers 
among the Christians being CHARMED with the doc- 


1“Auevov dé hv gidocopety ETI ce rv Warwyog jj adAou 
rov gocoplay, doxovvra xaprepiay cal éyxparetay Kal owdpo- 
giyny, 3 Adyots ELararnOHvat Wevdéat, kai avOpwxorc dkodovOijoae 


obdévoc délocg. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 174. 
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trines of Plato: but, especially, Justin Martyr. 
Marks of Justin's fondness for this philosophy appear 
in many parts of his writings: and it ts not to be 
wondered at, as he had been addicted to tt before he 
came to be a Christian. He says: THE NOTION OF 
INCORPOREAL THINGS, AND THE DOCTRINE OF IDEAS, 
CHARMED ME. What mischief was done to the 
Christian System by this doctrine of ideas, will pre- 
sently appear ’. 

Where Dr. Priestley has discovered the many 
parts of Justin’s writings, which, after he became 
a Christian, sti// display his fondness for Platonism, 
I shall not pretend to determine. He may have 
diligently observed, what J have carelessly over- 
looked. One passage, however, from the Dialogue 
with Trypho, he adduces in evidence: and, to 
that solitary passage, I must of necessity confine 
myself. 

The point, to be established, is: Justin's fondness 
for Platonism aFTER he became a Christian ; which 
led to the unhappy result of his largely adulterating 
the Gospel with that philosophy. 

And the testimony, which is to establish this 
point, is a passage wherein he says: THE NOTION OF 
INCORPOREAL THINGS, AND THE DOCTRINE OF IDEAS, 
CHARMED ME. 

Now, even if Justin, SUBSEQUENT To his con- 


* Hist. of Early Opin. book ii. chap. 1. Works, vol. vi. 
p- 199. 
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version, had been ever so much charmed with the 
platonic notion of incorporeal things and with the 
platonic doctrine of ideas; which, according to 
Dr. Priestley, by his introduction of them into the 
Christian System, did an infinitude of mischief : 
still I see not, how ¢his would be any proof of the 
real ultimate matter in debate ; namely, that Jus- 
tin, from Platonism, was the first person, who 
brought into Christiansty the doctrine of the Divine 
Word and of the Trinstty. 

Where, I ask, from the writings of Justin, is the 
historian’s proof of that specific matter ? 

Perhaps it will be said: that, if Justin was 
charmed with the doctrine of ideas, he might be 
equally charmed with another platonic doctrine ; 
and, if he introduced the one into Christianity, we 
cannot think it extraordinary (as Dr. Priestley 
speaks) that he should eagerly catch at the other. 

This inductive reasoning may be very ingenious : 
but, even if its premises were secure, still, I fear, 
it would not be very solid. What, then, shall we 
say, when the premises themselves only afford an 
instance of Dr. Priestley’s utter disregard of truth, 
when a controversial turn is to be served? 

The historian cites a passage from Justin: to 
demonstrate, his fondness for Platonism AFTER his 
conversion, and his consequent ready introduction of 
it into Christianity. 

But he completely suppresses that part of the 
passage, in which Justin states: that his fondness 
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for Platonism prevailed only BEFORE his conversion ; 
and that, aFTER fis conversion, he became fully con- 
vinced of the stupendous profundity of his former 
folly. : 

As Dr. Priestley has not thought it expedient 
to cite more than half the sentence, and as the 
meaning of Justin will not be distinctly perceived 
unless we have the whole: I shall supply the de- 
ficiency by an additional adduction of the remain- 
ing half. 

Dissatisfied with his previous philosophical in- 
structors, the Stoic and the Peripatetic and the 
Pythagoréan, Justin finally attached himself to an 
intelligent Platonist, under whose tuition he made 
a considerable progress '. 

Now, be it carefully observed, Justin, in the — 
passage imperfectly cited by Dr. Priestley, is speak- 
ing of his admiration of Platonism, not aFrrer he 
became a Christian, but BEFoRE he became a 
Christian: for he is speaking of this his admira- 
tion, WHILE he was pursuing his philosophical 
studies with his platonic instructor. And, accord- 
ingly, aFTER he became a Christian, he freely 
confesses his former folly, in having vainly, through 
such means, hoped to attain the professed end of 
the philosophy of Plato. 

THE NOTION OF INCORPOREAL THINGS GREATLY 
DELIGHTED ME: AND THE THEORY OF IDEAS SEEMED 


* Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 168, 169. 
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TO GIVE NEW WINGS TO MY MIND. So that, in a 
short time, I fancied: that I had become a wise man. 
And, in my sotitsh folly, I even hoped : that I should 
toon distinctly behold God. For that is the end of 
Plato’s philosophy ’. 

By the expression of distinctly beholding God, 
Justin alludes, I apprehend, to the enthusiasm of 
that mystic quietism: which itself was deduced 
from the writings of Plato ; and which, in the zhird 
century, the dater Platonists of the Alexandrian 
School finally carried to such a length, that they 
claimed to be occasionally united to the Supreme 
God, who sometimes was himself alleged to have 
appeared to them though he has neither form nor 
idea. 

This was the great boast of Plotinus and Por- 
phyry: the latter of whom gravely tells us; that 
he himself, the man Porphyry to wit, was once, in 
the sixty-eighth year of his age, thus united; and 
that he had been the highly privileged witness of 
no less than four such unions in the person of the 
wise Plotinus ’. 


1 Kai pe Ypee opddpa 4} riv dowparwy vdnotc, Kal 4 Oewpia 
rav Wedy dvexrépov pot rv ppdynoww® odlyou re Evrog xpdvov 
gpny cogoc yeyovévar’ cal, bro Bdaxeiac, fAmfoy abrixa Kar- 
dpecOar rov Oedy* rovro yap réXoc rij¢ WAarwvoc ptAocogiac. 
Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 169. 

2 TWodAdxte évayorre (scil. Plotino) éavroy cic rov wpwroy cal 
iméxecva Oedy rate évvolac, Epavn Exeivog 6 pijre poppy pire 


riva idéav Exwy, bxtp dé vovv Kal may ro vonroy idpupévoc’ 9 


140 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK u. | 


That honest inquirer Justin, however, was, 
through God's grace, reserved for better things 
than such bootless vagaries. Platonism was his 


last pagan speculation : and we here see, how he > 


speaks of it arTER he had embraced, what he 
rightly calls, the onty sure and beneficial philo- 
sophy. Full of his theory of ideas and his hope 
of distinctly beholding God, through a mysterious 
union with, or an absorption into, the divine 
essence; he entered into his memorable conversa- 
tion with the aged man upon the sea-shore. 
And the result was: that he soon hearttly despised, 
what, BEFoRE his conversion, he had, in his ac- 
knowledged sottish folly, admired’. 


67) Kal éy@ Tloppipwc &rak Néyw wAnotdoa xai ivwOyxva.— 
Tédog air@ (scil. Plotino) cai oxoxd¢ Hy, ro EvwOijvat cai weddoat 
T@ él mace Oeg’ Ervye O& rerpaxic mov, dre ovvnpny abdrg, 
Tov oxorov rovrov. Porphyr. in vit. Plotin. apud Cudw. Intell. 
Syst. book i. chap. 4. p. 549. 

* Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 167—174. With a 
whimsical sort of gravity, Dr. Priestley concedes the acknow- 
ledgment of the early christian writers : that They did not adopt 
the principles of Plato quite indiscriminately. 

In our assertion, says Justin, that All things were produced 
and arranged by God, we shall seem to follow the dogma of 
Plato : and, tn our belief that There will be a general conflagra- 
tion, that of the Stoics. Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 51. 

The historian’s concession, J suppose, is meant to intimate: 
that 4n acknowledgment of not quite indiscriminate adoption is 
a tacit acknonmledgment of partial adoption. 

But, if the preceding passage, as cited by Dr. Priestley, will 


_——_ - 
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3. But, all this notwithstanding, Justin, accord- 
ing to Dr. Priestley, received the ready formed 
tenet of THE Locos from Philo, as Philo had re- 
ceived it from Plato. 

Justin, no doubt, had been a Platonist : and 
Philo the Jew also was confessedly a disciple of 
the same School. Still, after all, since the question 
is purely A QUESTION OF FACT; and since it may be 
fairly denied, that Dr. Priestley has any right to 
indulge in mere unauthorised conjecture: it seems 
only equitable to hear their own account of the 
source, whence they severally professed to derive 
their doctrine of THE LOGos. 

(1.) With respect to Philo, from whom, accord- 
ing to Dr. Priestley, Justin borrowed the tenet 
ready formed to his hands, as Philo had previously 
borrowed it from Plato: Philo himself, so far from 


establish the partial Platonism of Justin arreR his conversion 
to Christianity, it will equally establish his partial Stoicism. 

Than such a citation, what can be more ridiculously irre- 
levant ? 

Did Justin and the early Fathers, forsooth, LEARN and ADOPT 
the divine creation and the final conflagration of the world from 
the philosophy of the Greeks ? 

Were they wholly ignorant, until they had been taveut by 
Plato and by Zeno, what apparently they might have learned 
from Moses and from Peter: that God created the world; and 
that Ultimately it will be destroyed by fire ? 

Until controversially instructed by Dr. Priestley, | was not 
aware that Partial coincipENcE of opinion is a sure proof of 

discriminating aDoPTion or of eclectic MUTUATION. 
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owning any obligation to Plato, builds his doctrine 
of THE PERSONAL WORD OF JEHOVAH upon a well 
known remarkable text in the book of Exodus’. 
For, in his probative interpretation of that -text, 
he identifies the Divine Word with the Angel is 
whom 1s the name of Jehovah *. 

Now, whether he be right, or whether he be 
wrong, in his opinion, is nothing to the present 
question. We are simply concerned with his own 
account of the derivation of a doctrine. 

The case, then, stands, in manner following. 

Philo teaches, as a theological truth, the tenet 
of THE PERSONAL WORD OF JEHOVAH: and this tenet, 
in point of authoritative origination, he claims to 
found upon a text in the book of Exodus. 

A man, therefore, who attempts to build his 
doctrine upon Scripture, professedly, by the very 
act of such an attempt, makes Scripture its authori- 
tative source and foundation. 


Probably enough, Philo might wish to tdentify 


1 Exod. xxiii. 20, 21. 

* Kaddrep yap riva rolpyny, yijv kai vdwp kal dépa xai xup, 
kai dea éy rovrotc gurd read cal CHa, ra per Ovnrd, ra o€ Oeta* 
ére d€ Kal ovpavov gvorv, Kal Alou cal cedXhync weptddove, cal 
rwy GAdwy dertpwy rpomdc re av cal yopelac étvuppovlouc® d¢ 
rowpny Kat Baotreve 6 Oedg dye Kxard dixny Kal vdpov, wpoorn- 
capevog Tov opBoy av’rov Adyov mpwréyovoy Yiov, o¢ riy éxysd- 
Agta Tic iepac ravrnc dyéAnc, old rt peyddAov Bacttéwe brap- 
xoc dtadéterar’ xai yap cipnrai wov' "Idov éyw cigs, drooredw 
"Ayyeddv pov cic xpdowndy cov, rov gvAdzat oe Ev ry dg. Phil. 
Jud. de Agricult. Oper. p. 195. 
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the Locos of the Platonic School, with the worp 
Or VOICE Or ANGEL of Jehovah as mentioned in the 
Old Testament. But still his professed authority, 
for the doctrine itself of the Locos, is Moses, not 
Plato. 

(2.) In a similar manner, with respect to Justin 
Martyr, that very ancient Father of the Church, 
who Asmself should best know whence he received 
both the name and the doctrine of THE Locos, in- 
stead of deducing them either from Plato or from 
Philo, avowedly fetches them from the Scriptures 
of the Old Testament. 

I will produce to you, says he, another testimony 
FROM THE SCRIPTURES : that, in the beginning, before 
all creatures, the Deity begat from himself a certain 
rational Power ; which Power ts, by the Holy Ghost, 
denominated, sometimes The Glory of the Lord, 
sometimes The Son, sometimes The Wisdom, some- 
times The Angel, sometimes God, sometimes The 
Lord and THE worp. At other times, again, he 
styles himself The Chief Captain: as when he ap- 
peared, in a human form, to Joshua the Son of Nun. 
For, both from his ministering to his Father’s will, 
and likewise from his being born according to his 
Father's good pleasure, by all those several names ts 
he distinguished '. 


2 Maprtpioy dé cai dddo ipiv, & girot, Epny, dxo Twy ypa- 
guy Show, Eri dpxny, mp0 xdyTwy TwY KTiopdrwY, O Oroc ye- 


yévencxe Abvapiy riva é& éavrov oyiudy, frig cal Adda Kuplov 


‘ o~ ~ ~ e A ‘ 
bx rov Uvebparog rod ‘Aylov xaXeirat, wore dé Yioc, wore Oe i, 
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The scriptural testimony, which, agreeably to 
his promise, Justin produces, for the purpose of 
authoritatively demonstrating, that 4 certain ra- 
tional Power was, from the beginning, begotten of 
the Father before all creatures, is taken from the 
eighth chapter of the book of Proverbs'. And, ere 
he brings it forward, he, a second time, specifies 
the appellation of tHE worp among those titles of 
the Son, which he considers to be employed by 
the inspired writers of the Old Testament *. 

Now, here again, as before in the case of Philo, 
the question is: not Whether Justin was right, or 
whether Justin was wrong, in his doctrinal system; 
but, simply, Whence Justin derived his doctrinal 
system. 

To have stated to a jewish opponent, that He 
adopted his tenet of THE PERSONAL WORD on the 
authority of St. John, and that From the inspired 
exordium of that Apostle’s Gospel it was universally 
received as a divine truth in the Christian Church: 


gla, wore d€”Ayyedog, wore Cé Oedg, more Cé Kuptog cat AOTOE. 
Tlore dé ’Apxtorpdrnyoy éavrovy éye, Ev dvOpwrov popgy ga- 
vévra rp tov Navij Inoov. “Eyer yap ravra rpocovopdlecbat, 
Ex TE TOU UxnpETety Te Rarpige PBovdAhpart, Kal éx rov dwd row 
Tlarpo¢ OeAqoet yeyevqoOa. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p- 221. 

* Prov. villi. 22—36. . 

* Maprupioet dé por d Adyo¢ Tijg Lodiac, abrocg Sy obrog 6 
Ocog azo rov Harpécg rwyv Grdwy yevynOeic, vai AOTOR, cat 
Logia, cai Avyapec, cai Adéa rov yevvijouvroc trdpywy, Kat cid 
Loropwroc pycaryroc ravra. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 221. 
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would, in such a dispute, have plainly been quite 
nugatory. Very wisely, therefore, he goes further 
back: and resorts to an authority, which PTYPHOs 
as a Jew, could not disallow. 

Hence, if we may believe Justin’s own state- 
ment,. both the name and the doctrine of THE 
PERSONAL WORD, aS propounded by St. John with 
reference to Christ, and as received from him by 
the whole Catholic Church, were, wltzmately, in 
strict theological harmony, deduced, not from 
Plato or from Philo, but from The familiar phrase- 
ology of the Old Testament. 

Justin, like many of the old Fathers, was fond 
of exhibiting Plato and the Greek Philosophers, 
as the plagiarists of Moses and the Prophets. 
Hence, in the Locos of the Platonists, he was not 
unwilling fancifully to discover the scriptural worD 
OF JEHOVAH '. 


"1 See below, book ii. chap. 8. § iv. Discoveries or distortions 
of a somewhat similar nature, let us call them which we please, 
characterised also the School of the later Platonists: which 
may be viewed, as commencing with Ammonius, himself a Christ- 
ian, about the close of the second century. See Euseb. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. vi. c. 19. 

These operations proceeded so successfully, that Porphyry, 
in the third century, as an explanation of the tenets of his 
master Plato, asserts, even in so many words: that The sub- 
stance of the Godhead advances to three hypostases. 

"Idod 6) cagic év robvrow, dxpe rpisy bmoordcewy Thy Too 
Ociov wpoedOeiv obolay, iocxupiZerat. Porphyr. apud Cyril. 
Alex. cont. Julian. lib. i. p. 34. 

° Justin 
VOL. Il. L 
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But, as for his adopting the plan of actual mutu- 
ation ascribed to him by Dr. Priestley, he himself, 
by a plain consequence, altogether disavows tt. 
For, in respect to ultimate derivation, he professes 
to fetch, both the name and the doctrine of THE 
PERSONAL WORD, from the sacred books of the 
Hebrews. 

4, The most extraordinary part of the whole 
matter yet remains to be stated. 

Although, according to Dr. Priestley, the christ- 
ian tenets of THE TRINITY and of THE PERSONAL 
WORD OF Gop were certainly, by Justin, borrowed 
from Platonism: yet still, according to the same 
Dr. Priestley, Platonism itself contains nothing 
which at all resembles them. 

Thus have I given, says the historian, the best view 
that I have been able to collect of every thing, that 
can be supposed to constitute the TRINITY of Plato, 
from his own writings > WITHOUT FINDING IN THEM 


Justin chronologically preceded these later Platonists. From 
them, therefore, it cannot be pretended, that he borrowed the 
doctrines of THE TRINITY and THE Logos. 

Each, in truth, discovered in Plato, what Plato himself never 
dreamed of. 

The avowed rationalé of the discovery, when conducted by 
the Fathers of the Church, was, as I have already intimated : 
that The Pagans had corruptedly borrowed the doctrines of THE 
TRINITY and THE Locos from Moses and the Prophets. 

But this very humour of fanciful discovery, on the part of 
Justin and others, is alone sufficient to shew: that they could 
not themselves have received those doctrines from Plato. 


o~” 
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ANY RESEMBLANCE, TO THE CHRISTIAN TRINITY, OR 
INDEED TO ANY PROPER PERSONIFICATION OF THE 
DIVINE LOGOS WHICH HAS BEEN MADE THE SECOND 
PERSON IN IT '. : 

This remark of Dr. Priestley evidently sur- 
renders the very basis of his favourite argument. 

If Plato were ignorant of A DIVINE TRINITY OF 
rersons, and if he knew nothing of A REALLY PER- 
SONAL WORD OF GoD: how could Justin have dor- 
rowed from Plato, and from his philosophy have 
méiroduced into Christianity, a system, which Plato 
himself, all the while, confessedly had never pro- 
pounded ? 

The stream canzot rise higher than the foun- 
tain: and, clearly, Plato could not have taught, 
to Justin, doctrines, of which he himself was 
ignorant’. 

V. It is, however, a matter of very small im- 
portance, WHERE Justin might have procured his 
novel doctrine. 


' Hist. of Early Opin. book i. chap. 6. Works, vol. vi. 
p- 164. 

* A similar unguarded, but fatal, concession occurs also in 
Dr. Priestley’s Letters to Bp. Horsley. 

As to the tainity of Plato, tt was certainly a thing very 
waltke your Athanasian Doctrine. For tt was never imagined : 
that the three component members of that Trinity were, either 
equal to each other, or (strictly speaking ) one. 

Here, again, Dr. Priestley destroys his own foundation. 
Justin could not have borrowed from Plato, what Plato himself, 
according to the historian, never so much as imagined. 


L 2 
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Whether he borrowed it from the School of 
Plato, in which, after Dr. Priestley’s most diligent 
researches, it cannot be found; or whether, with- 
out any extrinsic aid, he was sufficiently ingenious 
to invent it himself: whatever may have been its 
fancied origin, the sole really serious part of the 
matter is the grave allegation, on the word of a 
professed historian ; that He first ADVANCED and 
INTRODUCED #¢ into the hitherto strictly antttrinitarian 
and humanitarian Church Catholic. 

I give Dr. Priestley’s own words, carefully se- 
lected from four several places of his two His- 
tories. 

Justin Martyr was THE FIRST, that we can find 
to have apvaNceD the doctrine of the divinity of 
Christ '. | 

We find nothing like divinity ascribed to Christ, 
BEFORE Justin Martyr *. 

From a careful perusal of the writings of Justin, 
I cannot help thinking: that he was THE FIRST, or 
ONE OF THE FIRST, who ADVANCED the doctrine of the 
permanent personality of the Logos °. 

Can tt be thought extraordinary: that Justin, 
having himself professed the doctrine of Plato, 
eagerly caught at the doctrine of the Logos which 
he found ready formed to his hands in the Works 


' Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 8. Works, vol. v. p. 37. 
* Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 2. Works, vol. v. p. 29. 
* Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 2, Works, vol. v. p. 80. 
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of Philo, and ixTRopuceD it into the Christian 
System’ ? 

. Against the integrity of the martyred philoso- 
phical convert ; who yet, on the preceding hypo- 
thesis, must actually have laid down his life, not 
for the Gospel of Christ, but for a speculation 
unaccountably borrowed from Plato who himself 
all the while had never maintained it: this is, 
surely, a grave allegation. And it is the more 
grave : because, instead of making it lightly and 
carelessly, Dr. Priestley professes to build it upon 
a careful perusal of the writings of Justin. Well, 
therefore, does it deserve and require a close and 
serious examination. . 

1. Now I cannot refrain from thinking it rea- 
sonable : that, on a point so strictly personal, we 
should hear an ancient author’s own statement of 
the rise and progress of his opinions. And, in- 
deed, since Dr. Priestley professes to deduce his 
representation of the matter from a careful perusal 
of Justin’s writings: no one of his admirers can 
fairly object to my appealing to the same unques- 
tionable authority. 

The historian asserts: that Justin INTRODUCED, 
into the hitherto strictly humanitarian Church, the 
NOVEL doctrine of Christ’s divinity. 

But Justin himself, at least as I read his Greek, 


* Hist. of Early Opin. book ii. chap. 2. sect. 2. Works, 
yol. vi. p. 208. 
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declares: that Both he and his contemporaries 
LEARNED that doctrine in the Church, while receto- 
ing, 3n order to their baptism, catechumenscal in- 
struction. 

Consequently, we have his own authority for 
stating : that, Instead of 1nrropuctna the doctrine 
INTO the Church, he really rounn i 1n the Church, 

It may seem strange, that the historian and my- 
self, each from an alleged perusal of the writings 
of Justin, should have arrived at two such dia- 
metrically opposite conclusions. Yet so it cer- 
tainly is. 

With respect to Dr. Priestley, if any single place 
in the whole Works of Justin can be found, which 
authorises his assertion; that Justin borrowed the 
doctrine of Christ’s divinity from the School of 
Plato, and that Justin was the first who introduced 
that doctrine into the Christian System: let it, by 
all means, be brought forward. 

With respect to myself, as I have been unable 
to discover any such place in any part of the writ- 
ings of that Father, I scruple not openly to state: 
that, In no portion of his Works, does Justin give 
the slightest warrant for Dr. Priestley’s perfectly 
gratuitous imputation. | | 

Should my statement be erroneous, it may, ‘by 
the diligent reader of the martyred philosopher, be 
easily corrected. 

Meanwhile, until that correction shall be ad- 
ministered, I shall myself with producing 
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the passages, which have led me to adopt an opi- 
nion the very opposite of that which is favoured by 
the historian. | 

(1.) Throughout his whole Dialogue with Try- 
pho, Justin NEveR speaks as the hesitating advo- 
cate of a consciously NoveL speculation first started 
by Asmself. 

On the contrary: he both appears, as pleading 
for the RECEIVED and WELL KNowN doctrines of 
the entire Church Catholic; and he is evidently 
viewed, in that light, by his jewish adversary. 

Had he been starting AN UNAUTHORISED AND 
GENERALLY REPROBATED NOVELTY, Trypho, we may 
be sure, would not have failed to tell him: that he 
was departing from the PROFEssED tenets even of 
his own sect. 

But nothing of the sort can be detected in any 
part of the Dialogue. 

Trypho invariably argues, not against Zhe mere 
susulated speculatist Justin, but against The entire 
Church of which he deems Justin as st were the 
accredsted representative. 

This circumstance, to omit numerous other in- 
stances sufficiently marked by the very tone of the 
speaker, strikingly displays itself in a passage, 
which I have already had occasion to quote, and 
which immediately follows the passages so strangely 
perverted by Dr. Priestley. 

_Trypho replied: Those persons, who say, that 
Jesus was born a mere man, and that By election 
a y 
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he was anointed, and that He became the Christ, 
seem to me to speak more credibly, than you who sag 
the same things that THov sayest'. ; 

The asserters of Christ’s mere humanity were 
evidently the Ebtonites, to whom Justin had im- 
mediately before alluded: and the persons,,. of 
whom Trypho speaks plurally as agreeing with 
Justin, are indisputably that numerous body which 
Justin had previously mentioned as holding the 
same sentiments with himself; in other words, 
they are Zhe constituent members of the whole 
Catholic Church viewed contradistinctively from 
schismatics and heretics. 

(2.) Accordingly, Trypho, in an earlier part of 
the Dialogue, unambiguously expresses himself, 
as being well aware: that, In combating sustin, he 
was combaiing THE ENTIRE COLLECTIVE BODY OF 
UNITED CHRISTIANS. 

It would have been far better for us, says he an- 
grily to Justin, #f we had followed the advice of our 
teachers, and had conversed with No ONE OF YOU. : 

The reason assigned is; Because, in the estir 
mation of a Jew, many blasphemies were spoken: 


1 Kal 6 Tpudwy, ’Epoi perv doxovorv, elxev, of Aéyovrec GvOpws 
wov yeyovévat a’roy, kal car’ éxoyiy KexpicOa, cal Xporoy 
yeyovévat, mBavwrepoy YMOQN 2éyew rev raira arep OHiy 
Aeyovrwy. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 207. 

_ * Kalo Tpigwy elrev, °Q advOpwre, kadXov fy rwecaGEevrag 5; ipa 
roic dtacKxadorc vopolerijoacr, MIAENI EZ YMOQN opedety, 
Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
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such as, that Jesus was the person who talked with 
Moses and Aaron in the pillar of the cloud ; that 
That person became man; and that He ought to be 
worshipped with divine honours. 

' Now, the plural phraseology, adopted by Trypho 
in giving vent to his indignation, No ONE OF you, 
would have been quite nugatory: if he had sup- 
posed; that he was merely disputing with the in- 
sulated introducer of a then novel tenet, notoriously 
rejected as yet, through the very necessity of 
chronology (for, when Justin conversed with 
Trypho, he had himself been a convert barely six 
years ; in which short time, it was morally impos- 
sible for the zealous neophyte to have effected an 
universal corruption), by the Christian Church at 
large. 

Unless it had been a well known fact ; that The 
great body of believers, in every quarter of the 
globe, both THEN held with Justin, and had ALWaAyYs 
from the very first maintained the same doctrine: 
Trypho could never have said to Justin, No ONE 
OF YOU. 

Had his opponent, with a few speculative fol- 
lowers only, been THEN engaged in introducing a 
new doctrine, which differed radically from the 
well known old doctrine of the entire Catholic 
Church: Trypho’s language would obviously have 
been; We had better have followed the advice of 
our teachers, and have conversed with no one of you 
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vain innovators, who depart even from the tenets of 
your own communion. 

In truth : Against whom did Trypho’s rabbinical 
teachers caution him ? | 

Was it against Justin and a few tnnovating specu- 
latests only ? 

Clearly not. Trypho had been cautioned against 
conversing with Christians in general. And the 
distinctly assigned REASON of the caution was : that 
He could not fail to hear from them doctrines re- 
specting Jesus of Nazareth, which a Jew would 
deem positive blasphemies. 

Agreeably to the tenor of such a caution, these 
very doctrines which give so much offence to 
Trypho ; the doctrines, namely, that Jesus con- 
versed with the old Patriarchs, that Jesus spake to 
Moses from the burning bush declaring himself to 
be the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, that 
Jesus was present with Israel in the pillar of fire, 
that Jesus became man and yet was very God: these 
identical doctrines, instead of being a new specula- 
tion of the mere individual Justin, actually appear 
in one of the ancient Symbols of the Catholic 
Church which has happily been preserved by Ter- 
tullian '. 

(3.) Let us, however, finally hear Justin’s own 


1 Varié visum patriarchis. Symbol. vetust. apud Tertull. de 
prescript. adv. her. Oper. p. 100. See above, book i. chap. 6. 
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explicit declaration, in regard to the quarter, 
whence he and his christian contemporaries alike 
learned those doctrines; which he is alleged, 
thirty six years after the death of St. John, and 
barely six years after his own conversion, to have 
so successfully INTRODUCED into all the various 
provincial branches of Christ’s Church Catholic. 
_ Bot HIM THE FATHER; AND THE SON, WHO CAME 
FORTH FROM HIM (aud who, respecting these thangs, 
tastructed both us and the army of the other good 
angels who follow him and who are made like unto 
him) ; AND THE PROPHETIC SPIRIT: THESE WE WOR- 
SHIP AND WE ADORE, honouring them in word and 
ts truth; and, to any person who wishes to learn, 
jreely smparting, AS WE OURSELVES HAVE BEEN 
TAUGHT ’. 

This declaration occurs in a public Apology: 
wherein Justin, appropriately using the plural form, 
pleads, tn the name and on the behalf of the whole 
collecteve body of hes suffering brethren, to the reign- 
ing Emperor Antoninus Pius. And, if, with re- 
quisite variation, I may be allowed to borrow the 
words of Dr. Priestley : it is not couched in the 
language of a man, who from Plato and from Philo 


 *ADN’ "Exeivdy re, cal roy xap’ avrov Yiov éXOdyra (cal de 
ddfayra fydac¢ ravra cal rov rwy dddAwy Exopévwy Kal éopotove 
pivey dyabdy dyyédwy orparoy), Ivevpa re ro wpopyrixoy, ce- 
PépeOa cal xpocxvvotper, Adyy kai drAnOelg repwyrec, cal rayri 
Povropévy pabeiv, we Edda Onper, dpOdvws rapacdcddvrec. Justin. 
Apol. i. Oper. p. 438. 
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had recently started a very singular NovELTY, and 
who well knew that he had not along with him 
the sanction of the majority. 

WE cuRIsTIANS, says he, as the accredited apolo- 
getic annunciator of the leading doctrines main- 
tained by the Catholic Church, and as the faithful 
narrator of the mode in which he and his contem- 
poraries had received such doctrines: WE CHRISTIANS 
ADORE GOD, THE FATHER AND THE SON AND THE SPIRIT: 
Nor is this any NEW doctrine and practice, recently 
and unwarrantably introduced among us. To-any 
person who wishes to learn our Theological Sys- 
tem, we freely and ungrudgingly impart it, as we 
OURSELVES HAVE BEEN TAUGHT BY OUR CHRISTIAN 
PREDECESSORS '. 


1 'Q¢ eddy Onpuev, As we ourselves have been taught. So 
speaks Justin, in a public Apology, of himself and of his be- 
lieving contemporaries, with reference to the joint adoration of 
the Father and the Son and the Spirit. 4s we have been 
taught. 

Now by whom were Justin and his believing contemporaries 
taught the doctrine and the adoration of the Father and the Son 
and the Spirit? By whom were they so convinced of the truth 
and of the propriety both of the tenet and of the practice; that 
they were ready to deliver to any person, who was desirous of 
learning, both the one and the other, even as they themselves 
had been taught ? 

Shall we say, with Dr. Priestley : that Justin and his believ- 
ing contemporaries were thus taught from the writings of Plato 
and of Philo; and that, having been thus taught, they forthwith 
introduced, what they learned, into the Christian System, which, 


/ 
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Such is the public declaration of Justin: a de- 
claration, which, in the very nature of things, 


anterior to such introduetion, knew nothing of either the doc- 
trine or the practice ? 

_ Or shall we rather say, as that valuable monitor Common 
Sense seems pretty plainly to charge us: that Justin and his 
believing contemporaries were thus taught, within the pale of 
the Catholic Church, by those regular episcopally appointed 
Catechists ; whose office it was to prepare the Catechumens for 
their public baptismal profession of, Toreiw cic rov Oedy> rov 
Harépa, roy Yior, cai ro “Aycov Iveta, I believe in God: the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost ? 

I. Never let the honest christian inquirer forget Justin's 
unequivocal and decisive ‘Q¢ éécduyOnpev. 

As, from the very first, the primitive believers were them- 
selves taught, within the pale of the Catholic Church, and by 
her regularly appointed public officers, conjointly to adore the 
Father and the Son and the Spirit: so were they ready to de- 
liver, both the practice and the doctrine involved in the practice, 
to any person who might wish to learn the sincere faith of the 
Gospel. 

- II. Yet, strange to. say, notwithstanding the distinctness of 
Justin’s ‘Oc édiddyOnpev, Dr. Priestley actually puts down, in 
one of his Histories, the following statement. 

Whether Justin Martyr was THE VERY FIRST who started the 
notion of the preéxistence of Christ and of his superangelic or 
divine nature, is not certain. But WE ARE UNABLE TO TRACE IT 
ANY HIGHER. Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 2. Works, vol. v. 
p. 29. 

1. What, with Justin’s Works open before him, was the his- 
torian unable to trace what he calls the notion of Christ’s pre- 
Existence and godhead any higher than Justin himself: when 
this very writer, in a public Apology, openly declares; that 
both he and his believing contemporaries had been taught, by 
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could never have been made, if Justin Assmselff, 
having learned from Plato and from Philo the 
divinity of the personal Word, were the First who 
INTRODUCED it into the Catholic Church; a de 
claration, therefore, utterly incompatible with Dr. 
Priestley’s wild unsupported theory respecting the 
fancied machinations of Justin. 

2. It is a somewhat curious circumstance: that, 
although the historian wishes to exhibit Justin, as 
THE ORIGINAL ADVANCER AND INTRODUCER OF THE 
DOCTRINES OF CHRIST'S PREEXISTENCE AND DIVINITY; 
yet his language evinces a degree of faltering un- 
certainty, which is not a little remarkable. 


their ecclesiastical predecessors, the joint adoration of the Son 
with the Father and the Spirit; and therefore of course had 
also been taught, unless we make those ecclesiastical prede- 
cessors rank venders of idolatry, the doctrine of the proper 
essential divinity of the Son ? 

2. By his plural phraseology, Justin expressly vouches for 
the universal reception of the doctrine, not only by the Christ- 
ians of his own generation, but likewise by the Christians of the 
generation which preceded him. The doctrine was TAUGHT, 
both to him and to his contemporaries, by their ecclesiastical 
predecessors : who themselves, by the very necessity of chrono- 
logy, must have touched the age of St. John and the Apostles. 
Hence, I suppose, if the doctrine was taucHt, the doctrine 
must have been HELD, by Justin’s predecessors in the Church 

Catholic. 

$. Yet, though Dr. Priestley is not quite sure, whether 
Justin was the very first who started the doctrine in question: 
aill, with his utmost diligence of historical research, he is 
enable te trace it any higher. 
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With respect to THE PRECISE TIME WHEN, Or THE 
PARTICULAR PERSONS BY WHOM, they were introduced, 
says he, there ts less certainty to be had. Thss, 
however, 18 of no great consequence: tt being suf- 
ficient to shew ; that They came in from some fo- 
reign source, and After the age of the Apostles: 
which accounts for their not noticing the doctrines 
at all’. 

(1.) In my views of historical evidence, I am 
constrained altogether to differ from Dr. Priestley. 

So far from its being of no great consequence to 
ascertain THE PRECISE TIME WHEN, and THE PARTI- 
CULAR PERSONS BY WHOM, the doctrines in question 
were Introduced; if indeed, subsequently to the 
age of the Apostles, they were ever introduced 
into a professedly humanitarian Church: it strikes 
me, as being a matter even of vital consequence to 
the cause of modern Antitrinitarianism. 

If, in regard to the nature of Christ, the Apos- 
tles and the earliest Church were decidedly hu- 
manitarian: most certainly, somewhere or other, 
both THE PRECISE TIME WHEN, and THE PARTICULAR 
PERSONS BY WHOM, was introduced so vast and so 
portentous an innovation as the doctrine of The 
really mere man Christ's proper and essential divinity, 
must have been specifically recorded, and there- 
fore might be easily ascertained. 

A trifling ceremony, or even some small cor- 


* Hist. of Early Opin. book i. chap. 1. Works, vol. vi. p. 53. 
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ruption of a sound doctrine, might, no doubt, 
have been introduced, without attracting the spe- 
cial notice of any contemporary writer. But the 
sudden transition from the bare humanity to the 
proper divinity of Christ (for never let it be for- 
gotten, that, as the doctrine of the Church Catho- 
lic, Justin, again and again, asserts Christ to be 
Jehovah the God of Abraham and of Isaac and of 
Jacob); and this transition too (by the hypothesis), 
in the very early age of Justin, or even in an age 
yet prior to that of Justin, when the true doctrine 
of the Apostles must zzevitably have been known 
in all the successions of the Catholic Church : 
such a transition is far too extraordinary and too 
marked a circumstance to have occurred without 
comment or observation '. 

The name of each heresiarch, with the pecu- 
liarities of his innovation upon the primitive faith, 
has been duly and minutely recorded. 

To imagine, therefore, that the name of the 
daring speculatist, who, in direct opposition to the 
alleged primeval doctrine of Christ's mere humanity, 
first introduced into the Church the doctrine of 
Christ's proper divinity, should never, by any single 
writer, have been distinctly specified and faithfully 
preserved, is to imagine the very wildest incredi- 
bility. 

Had any such introduction ever really occurred, 


' See above, book i. chap. 10. 
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we may be quite sure, when Irenéus so boldly ap- 
pealed to universality and priority against all the 
existing heresies of the day: that some favourer 
of the ebionitic speculation would have confronted 
him with the precise name and the precise age of 
the adventurous individual, who, into the ori- 
ginally humanitarian and antitrinitarian Church, 
first introduced, with such wonderful success, 
the novel doctrines of Christ’s godhead and the 
Trinity. 

The preceding passage I consider, as a virtual, 
though reluctant, confession, on the part of Dr. 
Priestley : that, although he has laboured hard to 
make out a case for Justin Martyr, he found 
himself quite unable to specify, either THE PRE- 
CISE TIME WHEN, OF THE PARTICULAR PERSONS BY 
wHoM, the doctrines of Christ’s preéxistence and 
divinity were first introduced into the Church 
Catholic. 

Hence, the requisition, which Dr. Priestley 
makes upen the faith of the Trinitarian, will stand, 
I apprehend, in manner following. 

Through every age, so far as we can learn from 
existing historical documents, the Catholic Church 
has uniformly maintained: that the doctrines of 
Christ’s preéxistence and divinity were doctrines, 
taught by, and handed down from, the Apostles 
themselves. 

Without a shadow of proof, Dr. Priestley as- 

VOL. Il. M 
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serts : that those doctrines came into the Church, 
from some foreign source, AFTER the age of the 
Apostles. For, though he wishes to give the credit 
of the matter to Justin Martyr, he reluctantly 
confesses: that he is unable to specify, either 
THE PRECISE TIME WHEN, OF THE PARTICULAR PER- 
SONS BY WHOM, they were introduced into the 
Church. 

Yet would he fain persuade the sturdy Trini- 
tarian, as he seems to have persuaded the more 
facile disciples of his own School : that this palpa- 
ble defect in his evidence is of no great conse- 
quence ; and that his crude unsupported specu- 
lation ought, in absolute defiance of the unbroken 
and unvarying testimony of the Catholic Church 
to a directly contrary effect, to be received as an 
undoubted truth. 

(2.) It is amusing to hear Dr. Priestley with 
much gravity assuring us: that Zhe doctrines came 
in, from some foreign source, and after the age of 
the Apostles ; WHICH ACCOUNTS FOR THEIR NOT NO- 
TICING THE DOCTRINES AT ALL. 

With cheaply gratuitous assertions of this kind, 
his Works abound. 

The Apostles, forsooth, notice not the doctrines 
at all! And, of this perfectly undoubted fact, which 
of course the very hardiest Trinitarian cannot ven- 
ture to gainsay, the historian gives the rationale, 
by stating: that Zhe doctrines came in, from some 


i. 


é 
CHAP. Vi. | OF TRINTTARTANISM, 1635 


foreign source, and after the age of the Apostles ! 
THIS ACCOUNTS FOR THEIR NOT NOTICING THE DOC- 
TRINES AT ALL! 
' Thus, with matchless felicity, is the phenome- 
non of one non-existing fact accounted for by the 
phenomenon of another non-existing fact. 


M 2 





CHAPTER VII. 


RESPECTING THE ALLEGATION, THAT THE NEW TESTA- 
MENT FURNISHES NO INSTANCE OF THE DIVINE ADO- 
RATION OF CHRIST. 


: 


As Dr. Priestley contends, that the majority of 
Christians, even in the days of Athanasius and 
Origen and Tertullian, still maintained, in unbroken 
succession, the primitive apostolic faith of humani- 
tarian Antitrinitarianism ; and as he pronounces, 
that the doctrine of Christ’s divinity was introduced 
into the Church, either by Justin Martyr, or by 
some yet earlier unrecorded speculatist: so, with 
necessary consistency, he declares, that the primi- 
tive believers, quite up to the age of the Apos- 
tles, inasmuch as they never supposed Christ to 
be God, thence never made him an object of di- 
vine adoration '. 

Respecting the general historical fact, that The 
primitive Christians, from the very apostolic age tt- 


1 Hist. of Early Opin. Introd. sect. iii. Works, vol. vi. 
p- 80, 31. See above, book i. chap. 4. note in init. 
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self, worshipped the Saviour with divine adoration, 
I have already been at issue with Dr. Priestley '. 

There is a part of the question, however, which 
I would now somewhat more minutely examine : 
and that part is, The invocation of Christ supposed 
by Trinitarians to be recorded in the New Testament 
as the approved practice of the first believers. 

Of this invocation or adoration I have adduced 
various instances. Now, should the propriety of 
those instances be admitted by the theologians of 
the Antitrinitarian School, the dispute is obviously 
at an end: for, as Dr. Priestley well argues, éf, 
with the early believers mentioned in Scripture, 
Christ were an olyect of prayer ; Christ must also, 
in their estimation, have been very God’. 

But Antitrinitarians deny the proper divinity of 
Christ. 

Hence, for the purpose of rebutting the supposed 
fact, that Divine adoration is recorded in the New 
Testament to have been rightly paid to Christ, anti- 
trinitarian writers, by whatever mechanism, are 
plainly compelled to set aside the various instances 
of such adoration which are adduced by their op- 
ponents: and hence, in the regular course of my 
discussion, I am now brought to consider the va- 
lidity of the objections which they have started 
against the adduced instances. 


* See above, book i. chap. 4. 
? Hist. of Early Opin. Introd. sect. iii. Works, vol. vi. 
p. 30, 31. 
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From the Council of Nice in the year 825 up 
to the death of St. John in the year 100, I have 
traced retrogressively, step by step, the divine ado- 
ration of Christ by the entire Church Catholic’. 
Such being the case, we are prepared to expect 
some record of the same divine adoration in the 
New Testament: and, accordingly, at least in the 
judgment of Trinitarians, there we actually find it’. 

Antitrinitarians, however, deny the occurrence 
of this record in the Greek Scriptures: and, to 
make good their denial, they attempt to put upon 
the adduced instances such a construction, as may 
bring out a totally different result *. 

Now, since they themselves contend that their 
labour has been successful, a Trinitarian has cer- 
tainly, on their own principles, a right to demand 
from them some explanation of the singular fact 
which inevitably springs up out of their alleged 
successful labour : the fact, namely, that The ado- 
ration of Christ should have universally prevailed 
in the Church downward from the time of St. John, 
and yet that There should be no traces of such adora- 
tion tn the New Testament. 


1 See above, book i. chap. 4. 

? See above, book i. chap. 4. § xvi. 

* I do not, however, find: that they have attempted to set 
aside the case brought from 1 Thessal. iii. 11, 12. See above, 
book i. chap. 4. § xvi. 2. (2.) It clearly cannot be disposed 
of on the favourite principle of vistnitty, respecting which we 
shall hear more as we proceed in the discussion. 
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This demand may the more justly be made, be- 
cause the very circumstance of the actual universal 
prevalence of the adoration in question, from the 
death of St. John in the year 100 down to the first 
Council of Nice tn the year 325, involves, even in 
itself, the presumption ; that the trinitarian exposi- 
tion of the inspired phraseology is right, and that 
the antitrinitarian exposition of it is wrong: inas- 
much as the one produces a perfectly harmonious 
concinnity of the circumstance and the phrase- 
ology, while the other brings out a somewhat 
unaccountable inconcinnity. But, although the 
obvious presumption be thus in favour of the trini- 
tarian expositor, we doubtless ought in equity to 
hear the objections which have been started by his 
antagonists. Let us, then, now proceed to give 
these objections a due hearing and a fair consider- 
ation. 

I. It has been remarked: that, even on the 
most cursory inspection of the New Testament, 
THE UNIVERSAL ADORATION OF CHRIST, ON THE PART 
OF THE PRIMITIVE APOSTOLICAL CHURCH, Immediately 
presents itself to our attention. 

This circumstance follows from a phraseolo- 
gical peculiarity, otherwise altogether unaccount- 
able. 

Unless the fact of THE UNIVERSAL ADORATION OF 
curist had been notorious to the very last degree : 
the ordinary and familiar description of the primi- 
tive believers could never have been, ALL THAT IN 
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EVERY PLACE CALL UPON THE NAME OF JESUS CHRIST 
OUR LORD ’. 

The phrase sets forth the invocation of Christ. 
And nothing, save the actual occurrence of the 
apostolically authorised invocation of Christ, could 
have given rise to the phrase itself. 

If, then, the primitive believers were familiarly 
known, as Those that called upon the name of Jesus 
Christ : they must, notoriously, under the express 
sanction of the Apostles, have practised the reli- 
gious invocation of their Saviour. 

And, if, as thus sanctioned, they practised the 
religious invocation of their Saviour: they must in- 
evitably, Dr. Priestley himself being judge, have 
esteemed him vERY Gop; for, otherwise, it will be 
impossible to vindicate, either the teaching of the 
Apostles, or the practice of the apostolically taught 
Church, from the charge of gross and open idol- 
atry. 

A conclusion like this, if drawn from well estab- 
lished premises, cannot but be fatal to the cause of 
modern Antitrinitarianism. To avoid it, therefore, 
a case must be made out: which shall acquit the 
believers of the apostolic age from the charge of 
invocating the name of Jesus Christ. 

For such purpose, recourse is had to a different 
translation of those various passages in the New 
Testament: which, in the judgment of the Catho- 


' See above, 1, chap. 4. § xvi. 4. 
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lic Church, most explicitly set forth and sanction 
the religious adoration of the Saviour. 

Instead of understanding the sacred writers to 
describe the primitive believers, as calling upon, or 
as religiously invocating, the name of Christ: we 
are required to understand them, as merely saying ; 
that the primitive believers called themselves, or were 
called, by the name of Christ. 

So that, according to the new version, such 
passages set not forth any religious invocation of 
Christ ; a practice, which, it is contended, was 
altogether unknown to the early Church : but they 
simply record the naked historical fact ; that The 
early disciples, both denominated themselves, and 
were also by others denominated, Christians. 

This proposed translation, unless I greatly err, 
we stand bound most decidedly to reject. 

As it is alike irreconcileable, both with chrono- 
logy, and with the well ascertained apostolic use of 
the phrase, and with the interpretation of the early 
ecclestastical writers : so, even in itself, it 7s altoge- 
ther enadmissible. 

1. The two earliest occurrences of the litigated 
phrase are in the continuation of the history of 
St. Paul's conversion. 

When Christ commanded Ananias to put his 
hand on the eyes of Paul, that he might recover 
his sight : the answer, according to the old version, 
was, Lord, I have heard by many of this man, how 
much evil he hath done to thy saints at Jerusalem: 

7 
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and here he hath authority from the chief priests to 
bind ALL THAT CALL ON THY NAME; or, as the text 
appears, in what has been styled by its authors 
The New Testament in an Improved Version, to 
bind ALL WHO ARE CALLED BY THY NAMB’. 

In like manner, when the Damascenes heard 
with amazement Paul strenuously preaching that 
Christ, whose Gospel he had before so bitterly 
opposed: they asked, according to the old version, 
Is not this he, that destroyed THEM WHICH CALLED 
ON THIS NAME in Jerusalem ; or, as the text appears 
in the new version, Js not this he, who destroyed 
THOSE WHO CALL THEMSELVES AFTER THIS NAME &f 
Jerusalem? ? 

Now it 1s obvious: that, in the new translation 
of the litigated phrase, as it appears in the two 
preceding passages, an important historical ract 
is, of very necessity, involved. 

To BE CALLED AFTER THE NAME OF CHRIST, and TO 
BE CALLED CHRISTIANS, are two kindred phrases of 
exactly the same import. 

Hence, if Ananias and the Damascenes familiarly 
mentioned the believers of Damascus and Jerusa- 
lem, as persons who were then called after the name 
of Christ: it will evidently follow; that the be- 
lievers of Damascus and Jerusalem, not only én 
the day of Paul’s conversion, but also for a con- 
siderable time previous to that event, were com- 


1 Acts ix. 13, 14. _ > Acts ix. 21. 
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monly known, both among friends and among 
enemies, by the appellation or title of cHRIsTIANs. 

Such, plainly, is the naked historical Fact, in- 
volved, of very necessity, in the new translation of 
the phrase now before us. 

And this Fact, thus involved in the new transla- 
tion, draws after it, likewise of very necessity, a 
direct and open contradiction. 

According to the Editor of the Improved Ver- 
sion, speaking through the medium of the novel 
rendering which he proposes to our acceptance, 
believers were called curistians, both at Jerusa- 
lem and at Damascus, anterior to the conversion 
of St. Paul. 

But, by the sacred historian, we are assured : 
that the disciples were called curisTIANs first at 
Antioch’. And we find: that the Church of 
Antioch was founded, subsequent to the martyrdom 
of Stephen, and in consequence of that persecution 
wherein Paul took so active a part ’. 

Hence, if I mistake not, the improved transla- 
tion of the phrase, as it occurs in the two passages 
now under consideration, is quite irreconcileable 
with chronology. 

For the sacred historian declares: that the dis- 
ciples were called curisTIANs first at Antioch. 

But the Editor, through the medium of his not 
very felicitous improvement, makes the same 


' Acts xi. 26. . * Acts xi. 19. 
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sacred historian flatly contradict himself, by assur- 
ing us: that the disciples had been commonly and 
familiarly called after the name of Christ, or, in 
other words, had been commonly and familiarly 
called curisTIANs, both at Damascus and at Jeru- 
salem, some considerable time before the Church 
of Antioch was even founded. 

2. The new rendering, however, not only im- 
pugns chronology: it is likewise irreconcileable with 
the well ascertained apostolic use of the litigated 
phrase. 

(1.) I need scarcely to remark: that the pecu- 
liar idiomatical Greek of the New Testament is 
the same modification of the language, as that em- 
ployed by the Seventy Translators of the Hebrew 
Scriptures. 

Now the precise litigated phrase again and 
again occurs in the Greek Version of the Old 
Testament : and, there, it INVARIABLY signifies, not 
the assumption of a distinctive name, but an act of 
solemn invocation or religious worship '. 


* That the force of the present argument may be the more 
perceptibly felt, I shall exhibit two classes of passages in which 
the phrase occurs: the one taken from the Greek of the 
Seventy ; the other, from the kindred Greek of the New Testa- 
ment. 

I. The following passages occur in the Greek of the Seventy. 

1, Ovrog Amey éxuadeioOar rd Gvopa Kvuplov rov @eod. 
Gen. iv. 26. 

2. Kal éwexadéioaro éxet “AGpap ro Gvopa rov Kupiov. Gen, 
xili, 4. 


a 3. Kg 
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If, therefore, we adopt the alleged improvement 
recommended to us by the Editor: we shall, so 


3. Kal txexadécaro éxei rd Gvopa Kupiov. Gen. xxi. 33. 

4. Kal éxexadécaro ro dvopa Kvupiov. Gen. xxvi. 25. 

5. Kal éxt Baoiwrelac, ai rd Gvoua cov obk éxexadécayrro. 
Psalm. Ixxix. 6. 

6. Kal ro dvopa Kuplou éxexadecapny. Psalm. cxvi. 4. 

7. Tov éxruansiobat rdyrac ro Svopa Kuplov. Zephan. iii. 9. 
’ TY. On the other hand, the following passages occur in the 
kindred Greek of the New Testament. 

1. Afjoat xdvrag rovcg éxuadoupévove ro Svoua aov. Act. 
ix. 14, 

2. Oby otrdéc gory 6 xopOhoac év ‘Iepoveadip rove éxtxadov- 
_ pévove ro Svoua rovro; Act. ix. 21. 

S. Loy xiot rotc txmadoupévoig ro dyvopa rov Kupiov hye 
"Inoo’ Xporov ty xavri réry. 1 Corinth. i. 2. 

III. In all these passages, to which others might easily have 
been added, the self-same phrase, émxadeioOa ro dvope, will 
be found to occur. 

Now, in Every passage of the first class, the phrase indis- 
patably signifies to call upon the name in the sense of religious 
adoration. 

Yet, in Every passage of the second class, the Editor of the 
Improved Version renders it in the totally different sense of 
being called by the name. 

_ Whence, we may well ask, arises this uniform and systematic 
deviation from the sense, in which the phrase is INVARIABLY 
used by the Greek translators of the Old Testament ? 

The answer is obvious. Had the phrase, as it occurs in the 
New Testament, been translated in the sense wherein it is IN- 
VARIABLY used by the Greek interpreters of the Old Testa- 
ment, the Editor would have been constrained to acknowledge, 
that the primitive apostolic Church is, without censure, recorded 
in Scripture itself, as being accustomed to call upon the name of 
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far as sense is concerned, set the kindred idioma- 
tical Greek of the New Testament in direct con- 
tradiction to the kindred idiomatical Greek of the 
Old Testament. ° 

That is to say, if we receive the projected new 
version : we shall make a single identical phrase, 
which occurs very frequently in the kindred 
Greek of each of the two sacred volumes, to bear 
uniformly one sense in the one volume and another 
sense in the other volume. 

Such is the inevitable consequence of adopting 
the improved translation. 
Now, since the Scriptures are intended for uni- 
versal instruction, we may well be allowed to 


Christ. But such a version would plainly have involved the 
doctrine of our Lord’s divinity: and this was not to be toler- 
ated. In defiance, therefore, of the constant and invariable 
usage of the Seventy, a new version is excogitated, not on any 
fixed principles of grammar, but for the evidently sole purpose 
of serving the turn of modern Antitrinitarianism. 

The original hebrew phrase, OWA Np, is, by the greek 
translators, sometimes rendered émexadsiofac ext rp ovdpary 
and sometimes émixadeiobat év rp cvdpart, as well as éwexar 
AsioBar ro Syona. But, as, in each case alike, the original 
hebrew is still the same: so, txvariably, their version of the 
phrase can only be understood in the sense of religious invo- 
cation, whether addressed to the true God or to a false god, 
whether put up to Jehovah or to Baal. See Gen. xii. 8, and 
particularly 1 Kings xviii. 24,25, 26. That their rendering of 
the phrase could ever be deemed capable of bearing the totally 
different sense of nominal compellaiton, does not seem once to 
have occurred to them. 
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doubt : whether the inspired writers of the New 
Testament, in the common conventional honesty 
of perspicuous composition, either would or could 
have used an already familiar greek phrase in a 
sense totally different from what it had ever pre- 
viously borne in the Septuagint Version of the Old 
Testament : a phrase, too, of no light or trifling im- 
port, so that it mattered not very essentially how it 
might be interpreted ; but a phrase, which, if un- 
derstood as it had atways been previously under- 
stood in the kindred’ Greek of the Seventy, in- 
volved a point of no less importance than the relt- 
gious invocation of the name of Christ. 

If, by the inspired writers of the New Testa- 
ment, this invocation of Christ had been deemed 
idolatrous ; and so it must have been deemed by 
them, had their sentiments corresponded with the 
sentiments of the modern Antitrinitarian School : 
in that case, even putting their inspiration out of 
the question, it is impossible for us to believe: 
that, simply as honest clear-headed men who 
wished to make themselves distinctly understood, 
they would, uniformly and (as it were) indus- 
triously, have used a phrase, which, in the Greek 
Version of the Old Testament, is INVARIABLY em- 
ployed to express the religious adoration of Jeho- 
tah ; without giving us the slightest hint or inti- 
mation, that, throughout their productions, they 
purposed to use the same phrase, in a sense, en- 
tirely new and perfectly different and hitherto al- 
together unheard of and unknown. 
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(2.) But this is not the only difficulty, which 
attends upon the improved translation recom- 
mended by the Editor. 

As the Greek Interpreters of the Old Testa- 
ment never use the litigated phrase except in the 
sense of religious invocation : so, when they wish to 
express the sense, which this same litigated phrase 
is, by the Editor, made to bear in the New Testa- 
ment ; they use quite a differeut phrase. And this 
quite different phrase of theirs, through which they 
express the sense of one thing being called after 
the name of another: is actually, by the writers of 
the New Testament also, employed in the identical — 
sense wherein they employ it '. 


* I shall here again exhibit two classes of passages, in 
which this other phrase occurs: the one, taken from the Greek 
of the Seventy ; the other, taken from the Greek of the New 
Testament. 

I. The following passages occur in the Greek of the 
Seventy. 

1. Tov dvayayeiv éxeiBev riy xiBwroy rov Qeoi, ép’ Rv Exexdrh- 
@n ro Svopa row Kupiov. 2 Sam. vi. 2. 

2. “Iva pi) karadaBwpat eyo ry wéduy, Kal cryOG rd Svopd 
pov éx’ abriv. 2 Sam. xii. 28. _ 

8. Kal éay evrpary 6 dade prov, Ep’ ove ExukéxAnrat TO dvopa 
pou éx’ abrovc. 2 Chron. vii. 14. 

4. Ildvra ra EOvn, é¢’ ob¢ éxtxéxAnrac ro bvopa pov éx’ abrove. 
Amos ix. 12. 

II. On the other hand, the following passages occur in the 
kindred Greek of the New Testament. 

1. IHavra ra On, é¢’ od¢ ExexéxAnrat ro Svopd pov éx’ avrovg. 


Act. xv. 17. 


% 
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(3.) Nor yet is even this the whole which may 
be said, by way of shewing: that the new version 
is quite irreconcileable with the well ascertained 
apostolic use of the litigated phrase. 

According to the necessary translation of the 
original Hebrew, in the book of the prophet Joel 
we read: Whosoever shall call on the name of the 
Lord, shall be delivered’. 


Now this precise passage in the book of Joel St. 


2. Ob abrot Braognpover ro Kahov Svopa ro émcxhyBev é¢’ 
indic; Jacob. ii. 7. ) 

III. In all these passages, the same phrase, émuxadeioBac ro 
ovopa ext, will be found to occur: and, as, throughout the 
translation of the Seventy, the other phrase, émcxaNeioBa ro 
drvoua, INVARIABLY (with the consent, I presume, of the Editor 
himself’) describes invocation ; so this phrase, émxadetoOat ro 
ovoua éxt, whether we encounter it in the Greek of the Seventy 
orin the Greek of the New Testament (still, I presume, with 
the consent of the Editor), invaRiABLy describes the imposition 
of a name. 

Such, then, being the constant usage and fixed import of the 
two distinct phrases, excadeicBac ro Ovopa and éxuadetcAac ro 
dvoua ext, we may be sure ; that, if St. Paul, in 1 Corinth. i. 2. 
(for instance), had wished to express the idea attributed to him 
by the Editor, he would not have written, cvy waa: roic¢ émxa- 
hovpévote ro Gvopa rou Kupiov iuwy 'Incov Xpiorov : but, adopt- 
ing the phraseology of St. James and St. Luke and the Seventy, 
he would have written, ovy maou é¢’ oc exmxadeirae TO Ovopa 
tov Kupiov iywy "Incov Xpeorov. The same remark applies 
equally to every other place of the New Testament, where the 
phrase, ércxadeiofat ro Svopa, occurs. 

* Joel ii. 32. 
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Paul quotes, and applies to Christ: Whosoever shall 
call upon the name of the Lord, shall be saved '. 

From the circumstance of the word delivered 
being employed by our translators in their version 
of Joel, while in their version of the Epistle to the 
Romans they accidentally use the different word 
saved, a mere english reader might perhaps hastily 
fancy: that we have two distinct passages ; and 
that the christian apostle is ot citing the hebrew 
prophet. 

But, in the Greek of St. Paul and in the Greek 
of the Seventy, one and the same word will be 
found to occur: and the whole citation, as we 
read it in the Greek of St. Paul, corresponds ver- 
batim with the greek translation of Joel *. 

Hence it is clear; that the citation as it is 
made by St. Paul, and the cited passage as it 
occurs in Joel, must each be understood in the 
same sense: for, in fact, the citation and the cited 
passage are tdentical. But the cited passage, as it 
occurs in Joel, must, by the very necessity of the 
Hebrew Original, be understood in the sense of 


* Rom. x. 13. 

* The Greek of the Seventy runs: dg, d¢ dy éxrmwadtéoenras 
ro bvopa Kuplov, owOheerar. Joel ii. 32. 

The evidently ctted Greek of St. Paul runs: Hac yap, d¢ dy 
éxixahéonrac ro Svopa Kuplov, awOhoera:. Rom. x. 13. 

Between the Greek, then, of the Seventy, and the cited 
Greek of St. Paul, the sole difference is this: St. Paul inserts 
the particle yap, for the purpose of connecting his citation with 
what he had been previously saying. 
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savocation. Therefore the citation, as it is made 
by St. Paul from the Greek Version of Joel, 
must assuredly be understood in the same sense 
also. 

Yet, all this notwithstanding, though, from the 
very necessity of the Hebrew Original, the cited 
passage in Joel can only be translated; Whoso- 


_ wer shali call upon the name of the Lord, shall be 
| saved or delivered: the Editor of the Improved 


Version, in absolute defiance of the Hebrew Ori- 
ginal, and purely to serve the turn of modern 
humanitarian theology, has thought fit to translate 
the citation, as made by St. Paul from the Greek 
Version of this identical book of Joel; Whosoever 
taketh upon himself the name of the Lord, shall be 
taved. 

The important passage before us incontroverti- 
bly establishes the apostolic use of the litigated 
phrase : for, just as it is translated in the prophecy 
of Joel, so likewise must it be translated in the 
citation made of it by St. Paul. 

But it does still more. 

In the original Hebrew of Joel, the person, 
whose name is to be invocated, is JEHOVAH. 
Now this very passage, thus characterised, is, by 
St. Paul, cited and applied to curist. Therefore 
the passage demonstrates: that, in the inspired 
Judgment of St. Paul, curist is JEHOVAH; and, 
consequently, that, when we invocate Christ, we 

N 2 
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invocate no such secondary God as is presented to 
us by the scheme of Arianism. 

Such, then, being the essential character of 
Christ, the primitive believers are consistently de- 
scribed, as being ALL THAT IN EVERY PLACE CALL 
UPON THE NAME OF JESUS CHRIST OUR LORD. 

(4.) And now let any candid person consider 
the circumstances which have been stated: and 
his decision may, I think, be easily anticipated. 

There is a phrase, which the greek translators 
of the Old Testament uNnIFoRMLY employ in the 
sense of religious invocation. Now this self-same 
phrase is repeatedly used also by the greek writers 
of the New Testament. Whence, naturally, or 
rather inevitably, we are led to conclude: that they 
likewise employ it in the same sense, as their con- 
fessedly kindred predecessors. 

Yet, if we may credit the Editor of The Im- 
proved Version, so far is this from being the case: 
that, while the greek translators of the Old Testa 
ment UNIFORMLY employ the phrase in the sense of 
religious invocation ; the greek writers of the New 
Testament uNIFoRMLY, though doubtless very un- 
expectedly, and ¢hat too without giving the least 
hint of their departure from the unvarying usage 
of their kindred predecessors, employ it in the 
sense of zominal compellation. 

Again : there is another phrase, which the greek 
translators of the Old Testament never use in any 
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sense except that of nominal compellation. And, 
in the self-same sense of nominal compellation, this 
other phrase is always used by the greek writers of 
the New Testament. 

In the case, then, of the second of these two 
phrases, we have perfect concord, between the 
greek translators of the Old Testament, and the 
greek writers of the New Testament. But, in the 
case of the first of them, if we adopt the improve- 
ment recommended by the Editor, we have the 
most complete discord, between these two classes of 
allowedly kindred modifiers of the greek language. 
_ Lastly: a passage, which contains the first of 
the two phrases, is, by St. Paul, cited verbatim 
from the Greek Version of the prophet Joel. 
Hence it is clear: that, in whatsoever manner the 
phrase is translated into English, as it occurs 
in the prophecy of Joel; in that same manner, 
also, must it be translated into English, as it 
occurs in the citation made by. St. Paul. But the 
necessary english rendering of the phrase, as it 
occurs in the cited passage of Joel, is, most un- 
doubtedly : Whosoever shall call upon the name of 
the Lord. 'Therefore, the proper english render- 
ing of the phrase, as it occurs in the citation made 
by St. Paul, is, no less undoubtedly, and by the 
plainest necessity, the very same also. 

Yet, while the Editor, I presume, would ac- 
knowledge ; that the phrase, as it occurs in the 
Greek Version of the prophecy of Joel, can only 
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be rendered into English, Whosoever shall call 
upon the name of the Lord: he recommends ; that 
the self-same phrase, as it occurs in the self-same 
passage of Joel, should, nevertheless, when it is 
cited by St. Paul, be rendered into English, Who- 
soever taketh upon himself the name of the Lord. 

3. Evil as may now be the plight of the Editor 
of The Improved Version, his infelicity is not even 
yet completed. 

The new translation of the litigated phrase not 
only sets both chronology and apostolic usage at 
defiance : but it likewise runs counter to the re- 
ceived interpretation of the primitive Church, which, 
from its nearness to the times of the original pro- 
mulgation of the Gospel, may well be thought to 
have best understood the mind of the inspired 
writers of the New Testament. 

By Tertullian and by Novatian, by Cyprian and 
by Jerome, the three former of whom flourished 
anterior to the Council of Nice, and the last of 
whom not many years after it, the phrase is, either 
palpably alluded to, or actually translated. And, 
in each case alike, it 1s invariably understood, not 
after the tenor of the Editor's misnamed improve- 
ment, but as it is most justlyrendered in our com- 
mon English Version. 

(1.) Such is the purport of the manifest allusion, 
which we find in the Works of Tertullian. 

At this day, nations, which once knew him not, 
INVOCATE CHRIST: and, at this day, tribes flee for 
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refuge to Christ, of whom formerly they were igno- 
rant '. 

(2.) Such also is the purport of the no less evi- 
dent allusion, which occurs in the Tractate of No- 
vatian. 

If Christ be only a man, HOW IS HE PRESENT 
EVERY WHERE INVOCATED : since omnipresence 1s the 
nature, not of man, but of God? If Christ be only 

G@ Man, WHY 18 A MAN INVOCATED IN OUR PRAYERS 
eis a mediator: since THE INVOCATION OF A MAN must 
be judged inefficacious to afford salvation ?? 

(3.) Exactly the same sense is affixed to the 
phrase, in its direct translation by Cyprian. 

The brethren, who are in bonds, salute you: as 
also the Presbyters and the whole Church; which 

itself, Likewise, with the greatest solicitude, watches 
Sor ALL WHO INVOCATE THE NAME OF THE LORD’. 


' Christum enim hodie invocant nationes, que eum non scie- 
bant ; et populi hodie ad Christum confugiunt, quem retro ig- 
norabant. Tertull. adv. Jud. de secund. advent. Christ. Oper. 
p 142. 

? Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo adest ubique in- 
Yocatus: cum hec hominis natura non sit, sed Dei, ut adesse 
omni loco possit? Si homo tantummodo Christus, cur homo 
iaorationibus mediator invocatur: cum invocatio hominis ad 
prestandam salutem inefficax judicetur? Novat. de Trin. in 
Oper. Tertull. p. 610. 

* Salutant vos fratres qui sunt in vinculis, et Presbyteri, et 
tota Ecclesia : quee et ipsa, cum summa sollicitudine, excubat 
pro omnibus qui invocant nomen Domini. Cyprian. Epist. viii. 
Oper. vol. ii. p. 18. 
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. (4.) With its translation by Cyprian, perfect! 
corresponds its translation by Jerome in the o 
Latin Version which is still preserved among h 
Works. 

Paul, called an Apostle of Jesus Christ throw, 
the will of God, and Sosthenes our brother, tot 
Church of God which is at Corinth, to the sanctsfi 
tn Christ Jesus, called Saints, WITH ALL WHO INV 
CATE THE NAME OF OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST IN EVE) 
PLACE, their Lord and our Lord, grace be unto y 
and peace from God our Father and from the Lo 
Jesus Christ’. 

4. Hitherto I have argued only the particul 
impossibility of the Editor’s improved translation 
the phrase, in those several passages of the Ne 


* Paulus vocatus Apostolus Jesu Christi per voluntatem D 
et Sosthenes frater, Ecclesize Dei que est Corinthi, sanctifica 
in Christo Jesu, vocatis Sanctis, cum omnibus qui invoc: 
nomen Domini nostri Jesu Christi in omni loco, ipsoram 
nostro: gratia vobis et pax a Deo patre nostro et Domino Je 
Christo. 1 Cor. i. 1, 2, 3. Hieron. Oper. vol. viii. p. Is 
Colon. 1616. 

Jerome’s own Commentary on the passage distinctly shew 
that, in his judgment, the ancient hebrew invocation of Jehov 
by the Levitical Priesthood is identical with the evangeli 
invocation of the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Cum omnibus qui tnvocant nomen Domini nostri Jesu Christ 
Proprié sacerdotum est invocare Dominum: quibus dicitv 
Sic benedicite filiis Israel invocantes nomen meum super ill 
Et Psalmista dicit: Et Samuel inter cos qui invocant nom 
ejus. Hieron. Comment. in loc. 
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‘Testament which have passed in review before us: 
and, for all theological purposes, this alone is quite 
sufficient. 

But I may now safely advance yet further. 

Let the Editor or any of his friends produce, if 
they be able, a single place, either in the New 
Testament or in the Greek of the Old Testament, 
where the sense, imperiously and without any am- 
biguity, compels the adoption of his proposed ver- 
sion of the present Hellenism. 

If this can be done: then, at least, the abstract 
possibility of such a translation will be established. 

But, since, as I will venture to assert, it cannot 
be done : the Editor’s translation is, even generally 
and abstractedly, a palpable impossibility. 

II. The recorded action of Stephen, when in 
the agonies of death, is closely connected with the 
important phrase which has been last considered : 
and, by Trinitarians, it is viewed, as demonstra- 
tively establishing the ract of Zhe apostolically 
sanctioned adoration of Christ’. 

Unless the whole Catholic Church, from age to 
age, has been a false interpreter, the primitive be- 
lievers, as we have seen, are, in the phraseology of 
the New Testament, denominated ALL THOSE WHO 
INVOCATE THE NAME OF THE LORD JESUS. 

Accordingly, in exact correspondence with such 
phraseology, we read, as follows, respecting the 
protomartyr. | 


' See above, book 1. chap. 4. § xvi. 3. 


186 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK U. 


They stoned Stephen, 1NvocaTING and saying : 
LORD JESUS, RECEIVE MY sPrrit. And he kneeled 
down, and cried with a loud votce: LORD, LAY NOT 
THIS SIN TO THEIR CHARGE '. | 

That the protomartyr, bemg full of the Holy 
Ghost*, and therefore being divinely directed in 
his conduct, invocated Jesus with his dying breath, 
and that on his knees he besought him to receive his 
own soul and to pardon his murderers: can neither 
be denied nor dissembled. That this invocation 
was a prayer: is indisputable. And, that, without 
idolatry, prayer cannot be addressed to any one 
save the Lord God Almighty: is, if I mistake not, 
8 point equally incapable of being fairly and satia- 
factorily disputed. 

What, then, is to be done with the remarkable 
circumstance now before us? How are we to dis- 
pose of the present narrative ? 

If Stephen legitimately invocated Christ: then, 
by the admission of Dr. Priestley himself, Christ 
must clearly be God *. 

If Stephen unwarrantably invocated Christ : then 
the first of the noble army of martyrs died in the 


1 Kad édcBoBddrovv row Lrégavoy, Excadovpevoy Kal Néyorra’ 
Kipte 'Inoov, débat ro xvevpd pov. Ocic dé ra yovara, Expake 
gurp peyady’ Kipee, py orhoyc abroic rjy dpapriay ravryy, 
Act. vii. 59, 60. 

2 'Ywdpxwy cé wAfpne Wvevparoc ‘Ayiov. Act. vii. 55. 

> Hist. of Early Opin. Introd. sect. iti, Works, vol. vi. p. 
30, 31. 
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very act of gross idolatry; and yet, as if purposely 
to delude the Catholic Church into a perpetual 
repetition of the same wickedness, his deed is re- 
corded by an inspired writer, not only without the 
slightest mark of reprobation, but even with an 
assurance that he was THEN full of the Holy Ghost. 

Such being the case, are we, like the collective 
primitive believers, both before and immediately 
after the death of St. John (as we learn their stated 
liturgical practice from the depositions made before 
Pliny), to invocate Christ as God ? 

Or are we, rejecting the divinity of the Saviour, 
to pronounce Stephen an unreproved and (para- 
doxical as the expression may sound) an inspired 
idolater ? 

How, on fis principles, does the modern Anti- 
trinitarian solve this appalling difficulty ? 

1. Though Stephen himself is said to have been 
full of the Holy Ghost, Dr. Priestley, so far as I 
can understand his not very luminous solution, 
freely admits: that the protomartyr’s conduct was 
not perfectly correct. 

But, while, according to this admission, he deems 
_ the act of Stephen a solitary instance of primitive 
idolatry : he thinks, that we ought not uncharitably 
to be ¢oo severe in our judgment upon the melan- 
choly case of the erring culprit ; since none of us 
poor frail creatures can pretend to say, what he 
might possibly do in a similar situation and in 
a similar hurry of spirits, even though the Holy 
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Ghost himself should condescend to be our plenary 
director. 

To conclude, he remarks, as some have done, from 
the single case of Stephen; that All Christians are 
authorised to pray to Christ: 7s ike concluding; 
that All matter has a tendency to go upward, 
because a needle will do so when a magnet ts held 
over tt. When they shall be in the same circum- 
stances with Stephen, having their minds strongly 
impressed with a vision of Christ sitting at the right 
hand of God: they may then, perHApS, be authorised 
to address themselves to him, as he did. But the 
whole tenor of the Scriptures proves: that, other- 
wise, we have no authority for any such practice '. 


' Letters to Bp. Horsley, part. ii. lett. 14. Works, vol. xviii. 
p. 245. Hist. of Early Opin. Introd. sect. iii. Works, vol. vi. 
p. 33. . 

Dr. Priestley’s repetition of this solution, in two several 
places, seems to imply, on his own part, the fulness of satis- 
faction. But, should any incredulous examiner still remain 
unconvinced, the fertile historian recommends to his attention 
yet another solution, which is ingeniously constructed upon an 
entirely different principle, which has the advantage of being 
a familiar tllustration of evangelical verity, and which certainly 
brings off the protomartyr far more handsomely than the last 
even though twice-repeated. 

Stephen, he suggests, after all the labour which has been 
bestowed on the subject, never did invocate Christ, in the or- 
dinary precatory sense of invocation. He simply appEaLep 
to him, from the unjust judgment of the Sanhedrim: just as 
Paul APPEALED to Ceesar, from the gross injustice of Festus. 
Famil. Illust. p. 37. 
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Dr. Priestley’s assertion, relative to the whole 
tenor of the Scriptures, is a mere assertion. It 


I. It must be confessed, that, in both cases, the case of 
Stephen and the case of Paul, the same verb éxcxadéopat is 
used by the sacred historian, Yet it may be doubted, whether 
the two cases are exactly parallel. | 

1. Stephen’s supplication, from his bended knees, for salva- 
tion to his own soul and for pardon to his enemies, does not 
seem to bear any very close resemblance to the subject-matter 
of a legal process of appeal from a lower court to a higher court. 

2. If Stephen, as Dr. Priestley would familiarly illustrate the 
language of St. Luke, did nothing more than apreat to Christ 
for ‘a reversal of the unjust sentence of the Sanhedrim: his 
APPEAL to this effect, that is to say, his aprEAL to demand 
justice and a redress of injuries, was oddly couched in the two 
following apparently quite irrelevant petitions; Lord Jesus re- 
cewe my spirit, and Lord lay not this sin to their charge. 

II. On such fantastic glosses as the present familiar tllus- 
tration, I may remark : that, so far as my own observation ex- 
tends, antitrinitarian writers, instead of fairly sitting down to 
ascertain the sense of a text, irrespectively of any particular 
theological system, by those various aids (scriptural and extra- 
scriptural) which we possess in sufficiently rich abundance, 
merely labour, through the medium of any strained or imagined 
grammatical or verbal possibility, to make it speak a language 
which shall not contradict their own predetermined hypothesis. 

The true construction of the place is not so much inquired 
after, as its possible verbal construction : and the object of the 
misapplied criticism is, not the honest development of the in- 
spired writer’s real meaning, but the security of a system ane 
teriorly and independently adopted. 

If we seek a pregnant specimen of such unhallowed pain- 
fulness, we need not travel beyond Dr. Priestley’s familiar 
illustration of the conduct ascribed to Stephen by St. Luke. 
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may, therefore, be fairly and fitly met by a simple 
negation. 

Whether the conclusion, drawn by the Catholic 
Church from the act of Stephen, does, or does 
not, resemble the imagined conclusion from the 
operation of the magnet; and, in truth, it is a 
difficult matter to discover the resemblance be- 
tween the two cases: this, at least, is abundantly 
evident, that Dr. Priestley was in no ordinary 
perplexity, when employed in reconciling the con- 
duct of the protomartyr with the daring specula- 
tions of modern Antitrinitarianism. 

2. To a man of plain understanding, the solu- 
tion, proposed by Mr. Lindsey and the Editor 
of The New Testament in an Improved Version, is 
equally perplexing and more assumptive. 

Yet, as we shall successively find in the course 
of our examination, it is marvellous to think, of 
what wide application, and of what general utility, 
is the principle upon which that solution 1s con- 
structed. 

(1.) Mr. Lindsey fairly and manfully owns: 
that, what Stephen spake to Christ, was neither 
more nor less than an absolute prayer. 

The difficulty, however, of an. acknowledged 
prayer being offered up to a creature, he solves on 
the principle of visipiLity, as specially opposed to 
INVISIBILITY. 

There is no doubt, says he, but that Stephen made 
this request, ADDRESSED THIS PRAYER, fo the Lord 
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Jesus. But this can be no precedent for directing 
prayer to him UNSEEN '. 

According, then, to the principle espoused by 
Mr. Lindsey, it is perfectly lawful to adore a crea- 
ture when vIsIBLE, but perfectly unlawful to adore 
the same creature when INVISIBLE. 

For, if we may credit this commentator, the sin 
of idolatry consists: not in the act of Praying to 
a creature for blessings which GoD ONLY can bestow, 
as when Stephen prayed the Lord Jesus to receive 
his spirit and not to lay the sin of his murderers 
penally to their charge; but solely in the appa- 
rently unimportant circumstance of The creature's 
INVISIBILITY. 

(2.) From Mr. Lindsey, the Editor of The New 
Version has been content to borrow the present 
solution : but, as being the latest writer of the 
two, he has not suffered it to pass through his 
hands, without enriching it by a manifest improve- 
ment of his own. 

This appress of Stephen to Jesus, WHEN HE 
ACTUALLY SAW HIM, says the Editor, does not au- 
thorise us to offer PRAYERS to him, NOW THAT HE I8 
INVISIBLE *. 

What Mr. Lindsey owned to have been A PRAYER, 
the more wary Editor, we see, dexterously calls an 
ADDRESS: and this ADDRESS to a VISIBLE creature 


1 Lindsey’s Apol. p. 129. 
? Improv. Vers. in loc. 
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he ingeniously contradistinguishes from PRAYERS 
offered up to an INVISIBLE creature. 

The appress of the undoubted primitive Huma- 

nitarian Stephen, to the sEEN Jesus, does not au- 
thorise the PRAYER of a modern Trinitarian to 
the now UNSEEN Jesus. Stephen appressep Christ 
simply in the way of ordinary familiar conversa- 
tion ; just as Paul might address Peter, or Peter 
address Paul: but Trinitarians pray to Christ ; just 
as Antitrinitarians pray to the Deity himself. 
- This may justly be deemed an improvement 
upon Mr. Lindsey’s solution. But still, I fear, 
the language of Stephen, by Dr. Priestley consist- 
ently pronounced to be not quite correct, let the 
-Editor call it by what name he most affects : both 
is expressly described, by the sacred historian, as 
AN INVOCATION; and, in point of fact, is, to all in- 
tents and purposes, A DIRECT PRAYER for salvation 
to himself and for pardon to his enemies, matters 
which (it is presumed) Gop onLy can accord. 

Now such an ADDRESS or such a PRAYER, accord- 
ing as we adopt the nomenclature of the Editor or 
of Mr. Lindsey; that is to say, An ADDRESS or a 
PRAYER, for salvation to a man himself, and for 
pardon to his enemies: may, in the judgment of 
the Editor, be safely offered to Christ, provided 
only he be visisLe. But this is no warrant for 
those: who would offer an exactly similar appREss 
or PRAYER to Christ, now that he is mvIsIBLE. 

To the mere man Christ, provided only we can 
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sEE him with our bodily eyes, we may blamelessly 
make an ADDRESS Or a PRAYER, for salvation to 
ourselves, and for pardon to our enemies: nor 
shall we, by this act, be in the least danger of 
incurring the charge of idolatry. But, the moment 
WE CEASE TO BEHOLD HIM with our bodily eyes, the 
case is quite changed: if we then pray to him or 
apprEss him, for salvation and pardon; we are, 
ipso facto, convicted idolaters: the very action, 
which one instant was perfectly lawful, suddenly 
becomes the next instant perfectly unlawful’. 


' This principle of visis1trry, when applied to the invocation 
of the Host of Heaven, will produce results alike edifying and 
unexpected. 

I. If a man calls upon the Sun in the night-time, when the 
Sun is INvisiBLE to him: his invocation, then, is rank idolatry. 

But let the same man call upon the same Sun in the day- 
time, when the Sun is visite to him as engaged in the bene- 
ficent occupation of illuminating and fructifying our lower 
world : and his invocation is, then, quite free from idolatry ; 
the invoker is undoubtedly clear in conscience. 

II. Again, conversely: if a man calls upon the Moon and 
the Stars in the day-time, or when they are invisIBLE to him: 
his invocation, then, is rank idolatry. 

But, if he only calls upon the same Moon and the same 
Stars in the night-time, when their brilliancy in the dark vault 
of heaven is visIBLE: his invocation, then, ceases to be idol- 
atry; and he stands perfectly justified before both God and 
man. 

III. As the Editor remarks, mutatis mutandis, the invocation 
of Ahab’s Baalites from morning even until noon, WHEN THEY 
ACTUALLY SAW THE sUN, does not authorise us to offer prayers 
to him or to call upon his name, WHEN HE IS INVISIBLE. 

VOL. II. oO 
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Verily, Antitrinitarianism has its hard sayings, 
no less than Trinitarianism. 

(3.) The solution, recommended by Mr. Lindsey 
and the Editor, rests, we see, on the principle of 
VISIBILITY. 

Such a solution, even if supported by in 
disputable matter of fact, still, I think, would 
be the very reverse of satisfactory. But what, 
shall we say to it, when the alleged fact, upon 
which it professedly rests, ztse/f requires substan- 
tiation ? 

Wuere did these two commentators learn: 
that, at the moment of Stephen’s invocation, 
Christ actually was visisLe to Stephen ? 

Certainly, I will not venture to deny the fact of 
our Lord’s visiBiLity,when Stephen invocated him: 
for, in truth, having no means of acquiring in- 
formation, I must even be content to acknowledge 
my entire ignorance, whether Stephen, at that 
time, did, or did not, see the Lord. But then, on 
the other hand, without adducing some pisTINcT 
PROOF, a commentator can have no right to assert 
it: and still less, therefore, can he have any right 
professedly to frame upon it an attempted solution 
of a palpable difficulty. 

Now WHERE have we any DISTINCT PROOF, that 
Stephen actually BEHELD Christ, when invocating 
him in the agonies of martyrdom ? 

The scriptural narrative is wholly silent on 
the subject : and, unless we can thence learn the 
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alleged fact, I know not from what other quarter it 
can be legitimately ascertained. 

While speaking, indeed, in the council-room be- 
fore the Sanhedrim, Stephen declares: that he 
sees, the heavens opened, and the Son of man 
standing at the right hand of God. But, subse- 
quent to this declaration, he is dragged, not only 
out of the council-room, but even out of the city 
ttself: and, so far as I know, we are zo where told, 
that he continued to behold the heavenly vision. 

He might, or he might not. The question is 
left, by Scripture, in a state of total uncertainty. 
Nothing, save merely the change of place, is post- 
tively known. He beheld the vision, in the council- 
chamber : he was stoned, out of the city. 

Yet, upon an alleged fact wholly incapable of 
substantiation, have Mr. Lindsey ahd the Editor 
constructed the solution, which is to exempt Ste- 
phen, though praying to a creature, from the 
charge of creature-worship. 

Ill. But, whatever may have been the conduct 
of the protomartyr, though he was full of the Holy 
Ghost, he was certainly not an Apostle. 

Now Mr. Lindsey boldly asserts: that, By the 
Apostles, at least, prayer was NEVER addressed to 
Christ’. 

1. In making this assertion, Mr. Lindsey differs 
from Dr. Priestley: and, as Dr. Priestley well 


' Apol. p. 131,132. Sequel to Apol. p. 67. 
02 
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judged, he differs likewise from the plain language 
of Holy Scripture. 

St. Paul, if we may credit St. Paul’s own as- 
surance, thrice besought THE LorD, that the mes- 
senger of Satan might depart from him. But THe 
LORD, here supplicated by the Apostle for grace 
and assistance, is indisputably curist. Therefore 
CHRIST is the person, to whom the Apostle ad- 
dressed his thrice-repeated supplication '. 

That such is the true import of the passage, 
is fairly acknowledged by Dr. Priestley. For he 
supposes: that curist appeared to St. Paul, in a 
vision; that the Apostle, then, thrice besought 
CHRIST to remove the thorn which troubled him; 
and that, in reply, curist declared his own strength 
to be made perfect in his servant’s weakness ?. 

Here, then, by the confession of Dr. Priestley, 
is a case directly in point: and the problem, to be 
solved, is; How, without damage to the Antitrini- 
tarian Scheme, such a case is to be disposed of. 

In defiance of the context and of Dr. Priestley 
to boot, Mr. Lindsey would persuade us: that the 
acknowledged prayer of Paul was addressed, not 
to Christ, but to the Father; whom he maintains 
to be, exclusively, the true Supreme Divinity. 

Dr. Priestley, on the contrary, clearly perceiv- 
ing, and (much to his credit) candidly owning, 


" See above, book i. chap. 4. § xvi. 2. (1.) 
* Notes on the Script. cited in Improv. Vers. in loc. 
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that cuRist was the object of Paul’s supplication, 
strives to rid himself of the difficulty, by calling in 
the aid of that grand mystery of modern Antitrini- 
tarianism, The legality of Creature-Worship, pro- 
vided only the worshipped creature be VISIBLE. 

Respecting the indigestible paradox of visIBILITY 
AND INVISIBILITY, nothing more, I apprehend, needs 
to be said. Those, who can receive such strong 
meat, are certainly no babes in Theology. At 
present, then, I have simply to inquire into the 
alleged fact, upon which Dr. Priestley’s solution 
professedly reposes. 

Paul, says the historian, BEHELD the Lord Jesus, 
when he thrice besought him to remove the mes- 
senger of Satan. Therefore, on the principle of 
VISIBILITY, his prayer to the creature was Jjusti- 
fiable. 

Wuere did Dr. Priestley learn: that Paul, on 
this occasion, did BEHOLD the Lord Jesus? WHERE 
is Dr. Priestley’s proor: that the Apostle, with 
his bodily eyes, actually saw that Lord, whom he 
confessedly invocated for grace and deliverance ? 

In St. Paul’s own account of the transaction, not 
a single syllable is said in confirmation of Dr. 
Priestley’s perfectly gratuitous theory. He No 
WHERE informs us: that Christ was visiBLy present, 
when he thrice besought him. 

As to the answer which the Apostle received 
to his prayer, in order to account for such a cir- 
cumstance, we require not the unsupported hypo- 
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thesis of A VISIBLE CORPOREAL MANIFESTATION. The 
reply may have been, for any thing that appears to 
the contrary, conveyed to him, either by an audible 
voice from heaven, or by that infallible impression 
upon the mind which is identical with inspiration. 

I pretend not to assert, that such actually was 
the case: for, asin the former instance of Stephen, 
I must be content to plead my utter ignorance. 
St. Paul is altogether silent on the subject. He 
may, or he may not, have then seen his Master. 
On this point, we absolutely know nothing. Dr. 
Priestley, in his proposed solution, assumes the 
very matter, which it was his business to prove. 
For Dr. Priestley’s assertion of Our Lord’s vistst- 
LITY on that occasion rests upon no better founda- 
tion, than the authority of Dr. Priestley himself. 

Hence, as in the preceding case of Stephen, it 
is obvious : that a solution, which is built entirely 
upon the mere conjecture of a hard-pressed con- 
troversialist (even if, abstractedly, the principle of 
the solution were, in itself, satisfactory), can never 
be legitimately admitted in argument. 

The Antitrinitarian, however, is heartily wel- 
come to Dr. Priestley’s solution. I am myself 
quite satisfied with his acknowledgment : that the 
PRAYER of the holy Apostle was addressed to 
CHRIST. 

2. Though Mr. Lindsey denies; that, by the 
Apostles, PRAYER was ever offered up to CHRIST: 
yet, somewhat inconsistently, he employs the prin- 
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tiple of visiBILiTy to account for an acknowledged 
PRAYER, which is addressed to our Lorp by yet 
mother Apostle. 

At'the close of the Apocalypse, St. John records 
himself to have used the following invocation: 
Even so, come, Lord Jesus’. 

According to Mr. Lindsey, these words are only 
the Apostle’s reply, addressed to the Lord Jesus 
then visiBLy present with him. Hence, though 
clearly a PRAYER for the speedy arrival of the 
second advent; a matter, which, if I mistake not, 
rests exclusively in the providential disposition of 
THE GODHEAD: they are, nevertheless, perfectly 
warranted by the industrious principle of visi- 
BILITY *. 

I am here, yet a third time, encountered by 
mere gratuitous assertion: when, to the cogency, 
if cogency it can be called, of the projected solu- 
tion, DIRECT PROOF is plainly essential. 

Mr. Lindsey assures us: that The words of St. 
John are a reply addressed to Christ then visiBLy 
present, 

Wuenrk Is his proor ? 

Truly, the whole weight of evidence is against 
his gratuitous assertion: for the whole context of 
the prayer establishes, not the visipitiry, but the 
INVISIBILITY, of Christ. 


* See above, book i. chap. 4. § xvu. 1. (1.) 
* Apol. p. 183. 
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This will be manifest to any one, who carefully 
peruses the concluding chapter of the Apocalypse. 

The entire conversation, as detailed in that chap- 
ter, passes, between St. John on the one hand, 
and an angel who shews him the vision of the 
heavenly Jerusalem on the other hand. These 
two are the soLe speakers, who are ever brought 
upon the stage. 

With respect to the angel, he first declares him- 
self to be sent by the Lord God of the spirits of 
the prophets: and, as acting in the capacity of a 
messenger, and as speaking (after the manner of 
Scripture) in the name of his principal, he says; 
Behold, I come quickly '. 

From the circumstance, apparently, of his thus 
speaking in the first person, St. John mistakes the 
sent for the sender: and, thence, as he tells us, he 
fell down before the feet of the angel to worship 
him *. 

The angel, however, immediately checks his 
misplaced devotion, by telling him: that he is 
nothing more than his fellow-servant °. 

He then proceeds to address his last speech to 
St. John: in which he professes himself to be sent 
by Jesus; and in which, again delivering his mes- 
sage in the first person, he twice more says, in the 
name of his principal, Behold, I come quickly *. 


1 Rev. xxii. 6, 7. 7 Rev. xxii. 8. 
> Rev. xxii. 9. * Rev. xxii. 10—20. 
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With this thrice repeated declaration in the name 
of him who sent him, the final speech of the dele- 
gated angel terminates: and, in reply, John ad- 
dresses to curist, though curist throughout the 
whole conversation was never VISIBLY present, a 
direct PRAYER for the speedy arrival of the second 
advent ; Even so, come, Lord Jesus’. 

Hence, Mr. Lindsey’s very principle of visisity, 
whatever may be its own intrinsic worth, here 
completely fails him. 

An inspired Apostle addresses a specific PRAYER 
to cHristT: Christ himself, at that precise time, 
being not vIsIBLE, but INVISIBLE. 


* Rev. xxii. 20. The conclusion of the angel’s last speech to 
St. John, which speech begins Rev. xxii. 10 and ends Rev. 
xxii. 20, is exactly similar to the style of the old prophets. 

He, which testifieth these things, saith: Surely, I come quickly. 

Thus saith the Lord of hosts : Yet once itis a little while, and 
I will shake the heaven and the earth. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


RESPECTING THE ALLEGED OBLIGATION OF THE EARLY 
FATHERS TO THE GENTILE PHILOSOPHERS, IN RE- 
GARD TO THE DOCTRINES OF THE TRINITY AND THE 
LOGOS. 


Tue fable of Dr. Priestley; that Justtz Martyr 
borrowed the speculation of The Personal Divine 
Word, through the medium of Philo, from the School 
of Plato ; and thence introduced it, ready concocted, 
into the Christian System: this fable has, already, 
been sufficiently exploded. 

Yet, since antitrinitarian writers, one after ano- 
ther, are wont stoutly to allege; that Certain of 
the early Fathers, by their too great fondness for the 
philosophical learning of Gentilism, corrupted Christ- 
zanity, in respect to the tenets of Christ’s godhead 
and The Trinity, no less than Justin himself who is 
commonly set down as the ringleader of the inno- 
vators: it may be useful to inquire, what degree 
of actual truth there is in this perpetually reiterated 
allegation ’. 


' See Priestley’s Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 2. Works, 
vol. v. p. 30. Letters by another Barrister, p. 105. 281. 
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The Fathers, chiefly implicated in this serious 

charge, are, I believe, Justin, Irenéus, Athenagoras, 
Tertullian, and Clement of Alexandria. 
_ Now, as I have myself perused the entire Works 
of those early authors, all of whom flourished in 
the course of the second century: I certainly am 
at a loss to divine, upon what EVIDENCE the charge 
in question can have been founded. 

For the satisfaction of other persons, however, 
the most equitable process will be: to turn to their 
own writings, and thence to learn what they them- 
selves really say respecting this matter. 

I. On the hypothesis (for, in truth, it is no better 
than a mere gratuitous hypothesis); that Those 
ancient Ecclestastics received their novel speculations 
from the philosophy of Gentilism: it is clearly im- 
possible, that they could have spoken of their 
cherished instructors in the language of contempt. 
Yet, so far as dry matter of fact is concerned, we 
actually find such to be the case. 

1. The language of Justin, to this effect, we have 
already heard: but it may not be unprofitable to 
follow the holy martyr in certain yet additional 
statements. 

You will adduce, says he to the Greeks, the wise 
men and the philosophers: for, to these, as to a 
strong-hold, you are wont to make your escape, 
whenever, concerning the gods, any one twits you 
with the opinions of the poets. Wherefore, since it 
is fitting to begin with the first and the most ancient, 
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commencing with them, I will shew: that the specu- 
lation of each philosopher is still more ridiculous, 
than even the theology of the poets’. 

He then proceeds, in regular succession, through 
the several opinions of Thales, Anaximander, 
Anaximenes, Heraclitus, Anaxagoras, Archelaus, 
Pythagoras, Epicurus, Empedocles, PLato, and 
Aristotle, for the purpose of convicting them all 
of manifest and indisputable folly. 

With respect to pLaTo in particular, nothing can 
be more contemptuous than Justin’s sneer at him. 

Plato, forsooth, 1s as sure that the Supreme Deity 
exists ina fiery substance, as if he had come down 

from above, and had accurately learned and seen all 
the things that are in heaven’. 

Finally, rejecting the vain speculations of jarring 
sophists, he pronounces it the best wisdom to seek 
for truth at the primeval fount of ancient hebrew 
theology. 

Since, continues he to the Greeks, ## ts tmpos- 
sible to learn from your teachers any thing true 


1 Tove cogove rarvrwe eijrov Kal gidocdgove Aélere’ ext rov- 
Touvg yap, domep Emi reixoc dxupoy, karagevyey eiwOare, éxecday 
Tig Upiy rag roy womnrey wepi Dewy arayyédAn ddlac. Ovxodr, 
éredhrep aro Trav radawy Kal xpwrwy aplacOac rpocixe, Evrev- 
Oey aptaperoc, ry exaorov Sdbay éxOnoopar, wo\AP yEdotorépay 
Tic THY TomnTw@y Beodoyiac ovcay. Justin. ad Grec. Cohort. 
Oper. p. 3. 

> TlAdrwy pev yap, wc dvwOev xarednr\vOuc, Kal ra ev odpa- 
voic &xavra axpisHc pepaOnkwe ai Ewpaxwc, roy dvwrarw Geo 


év TH wupwoe ovolg elvac Aéyer. Justin. Cohort. Oper. p. 4- 
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respecting piety toward God, inasmuch as their very 
ifference of opinion ts a plain proof of ther tgno- 
rance ; I deem tt an obvious consequence, that we 
should return to our own forefathers: who are of 
much higher antiquity than any of your teachers ; 
who have taught us nothing from their own mere 
phantasy; who among themselves have no discre- 
pancies ; and who attempt not mutually to overturn 
the opinion of each other, but who, without wrangling 
and disputation, communicate to us that knowledge 
which they have received from God. For, neither 
by nature nor by human intellect, ts 1t possible for 
men to attain the knowledge of such great and divire 
matters ; but only by the gift which descends from 
above upon holy men, who needed not the arts of 
eloquence or the faculty of subtle disputation, but 
who judged it solely necessary to preserve themselves 
pure for the efficacious energy of the Divine Spirit’. 

2. Equally vituperative is the language of Ter- 


1 Odxovy, éxecdirep ovdev GAnBes wept OeooeBeiag wapa ray 
Sperépwy dcdackddAwy parOavey éorl duvaroy, ixaviy bpiv axd- 
dadiy ric Eavray ayvolag da ric wpoc G\AhAoue ordotws wapeo- 
xnxdrwy? axddov0oy fyovpar avedOeivy ext rove iperépove xpo- 
yévouc, rove Kal rove xpdvouc rev wap’ tpiv dsidacxadwy rod\Ag 
TpoecAngdrac, kal pndey ax0 Tijg idiag abray gavragiag didak- 
ayrac Hpac, pnde mpoc GAAhAove ceevexPévrac | Ta GdAHAWY 
dyarpérety retpwptvouc, AN’ agirovelkwe Kal aoraciaorwg riy 
rapa Qsov delapévove yrioty, cal rairny diacxovrac Hpac. 
Otre yap dice, ovre &vOpwrivy evvoig, oirw peyada xal Oeia 
yvboxey avOpwxoe Suvardv, dAXa ry avwOev Ext rove dylove 


&ydpac rnvixatra xareNOovoy Swpeg, ol¢ ob Adywy Edénoe réxvnc 
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tullian: who yet, with his learned - philosophical 
contemporaries (I employ the singular phraseology 
of a modern antitrinitarian speculatist), paradoxi- 
cal as it may seem to an ordinary inquirer, has 
been roundly and confidently pronounced to have 
been mainly concerned in bringing into the Church 
the then novel doctrines of the Trinity and Christ's 
godhead. 

For the authors of our theology, says he, we have 
the Apostles of the Lord: who not even themselves 
arbitrarily chose, what they would introduce; but 
who faithfully delivered to the nations that disctpkne, 
which they had recewed from Christ.—FINALLy, 
HERESIES THEMSELVES ARE SUBORNED FROM PHILO- 
sopHy.— Thence spring those fables and endless ge- 
nealogtes and unfruitful questions and discourses 
creeping like a gangrene: from which the Apostle 
would rein us back, by charging us, even tn 80 many 
words, to beware of philosophy. What, then, is there 
in common, between Athens and Jerusalem, between 
the Academy and the Church, between Heretics and 
Christians ? Our institution is from the porch of 
Solomon: who himself has admonished us to seek 
the Lord in simplicity of heart. Let those persons 
see to it, who have brought forward a stoical or a 
PLATONIC or a dialectic Christianity’. 


obde Tov EptariKwic re cal giroveixwe elzeiv, A\AG KaBapove Eave 


rp rou Oelov Ivevparoc wapacyety évepyeig. Justin. Cohort. 
op. 6, 7. 







Domini habemus autores: qui nec ipsi quicquam 
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From the prophets and from Christ, we are in- 
structed sn regard to God: not from the philoso- 
phers or from Eptcurus'. 

God hath chosen the foolish things of the world, 
that he might confound the wise—-Through this 
semplicity. of the truth, DIRECTLY CONTRARY to sub- 
tsloquence and philosophy, we can savour nothing 


perverse’. 

The person, who thus utterly and avowedly dis- 
claims philosophy, who declares that all heresies 
spring from it, who censures the heretical intro- 
ducers of a stoical or a platonic or a dialectic 
Christianity, who professes to learn the nature of 


ex suo arbitrio, quod inducerent, elegerunt; sed acceptam a 
Christo disciplinam fideliter nationibus adsignaverunt.—Ipsze 
denique hereses a philosophia subornantur.—Hinc ill fabulz. 
et genealogie indeterminabiles et quzestiones infructuose et 
sermones serpentes velut cancer: a quibus nos Apostolus re- 
freenans nominatim philosophiam testatur caveri oportere.— 
Quid ergo Athenis et Hierosolymis, quid Academiz et Eccle- 
siz, quid Heereticis et Christianis? Nostra institutio de por- 
ticu Salomonis est, qui et ipse tradiderat Dominum in simplici- 
tate cordis esse quzerendum. Viderint, qui stoicum et platoni- 
cum et dialecticum Christianismum protulerunt. Tertull. adv. 
her. § 2,3. Oper. p. 97, 98. 

* Deum nos, a prophetis et a Christo, non a philosophis nec 
ab Epicuro, erudimur. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. ii. § 13. 
Oper. p. 181. 

* Stulta enim mundi elegit Deus, ut confundat sapientes.— 
Hac simplicitate veritatis, contraria subtililoquentiz et philo- 
sophie, nihil perversi possumus sapere. Tertull. adv. Marcion. 
lib. v. § 40. Oper. p. 328. 


4 
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God not from the schools of the philosophers but 
from Christ and the prophets, who states that 
even the Apostles did not presume to bring any 
thing of their own arbitrary selection into the 
Church but that they faithfully taught the nations 
as they had themselves learned from Christ: this 
very person is, by a modern antitrinitarian writer, 
actually accused of having endeavoured, in con- 
junction with his learned philosophical contem- 
poraries, to introduce, from the reveries of pla- 
tonism, into the hitherto strictly unipersonalising 
and humanitarian Church, the novel doctrine of 
‘a Trinity of Persons in the Unity of the God- 
head '. 

If. As the philosophy of the Gentiles is thus 
contemptuously reprobated and rejected; while, in 
its place and in direct opposition to it, the revealed 
word of God, communicated through Christ and 
the Prophets and the Apostles, is declared to be 
the only source whence the Church derived her 
theology: so, instead of themselves borrowing from 
that philosophy certain new doctrines hitherto 
unheard of by Christians, these early ecclesiastics 
describe it as the fruitful parent of every heresy. 

1. To this purpose speaks the venerable Irenéus: 
who yet, by Dr. Priestley, has been accused, in 
conjunetion with Justin and sundry others his con- 
temporaries, of mtroducing the doctrine of the 


' Letters by another Barrister, p. 105. 
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Logos from the schools of the philosophers into 
the System of Christianity. 

Heretics are not only convicted of stealing from 
the comic writers: but they likewise collect together 
the sayings of all those, who are ignorant of God, 
and who are called philosophers. Out of these 
numerous vile borrowed rags, they industriously patch 
up a sort of cento: and thus, through the intro- 
duction of a new doctrine, they prepare for them- 
selves, with subtle eloquence, a system superficially 
plausible '. 

He then goes on indignantly to remark: that 
their dishonest corruptions of Christianity are no 
better, than so many mere plagiarisms from Thales 
and Homer and Anaximander, and Anaxagoras 
and Democritus and Epicurus and piato and Em- 
pedocles and Aristotle and Pythagoras. 

2. Exactly similar also are the repeated de- 
clarations of Tertullian. 

Turning from the Christians to the philosophers, 
from the Church to the Academy and the Portico, 
Hermogenes has thence borrowed from the Stoics the 
phantasy of conjoining Matter with the Deity. For 
Matter, he contends, always existed ; being neither 


* Et non solum, que apud comicos posita sunt, arguuntur, 
quasi propria proferentes: sed etiam, que apud omnes qui 
Deum ignorant et qui dicuntur philosophi, sunt dicta, heec 
congregant ; et, quasi centonem ex multis et pessimis pannicu- 
lis consarcientes, superficiem subtili cloquio sibi ipsi praepara- 
verunt. Tren. adv. her. lib. ii. c. 19. § 2. p. 117. 

VOL. Il. P 
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born, nor made, nor having either beginntag or end: 
and, out of this, God afterward created all things’. 

In good truth, I grieve to say: that Piato has 
become the universal seasoner of heretics.—Sinee, 
then, those matters, which heretics borrow, are tw 
sinuated by pLato, I shall sufficiently confute heretses, 
tf I demolish the argument of PLATo*. 

PHILOSOPHERS ARE THE PATRIARCHS OF HERETICS’, 

Finally, heresies themselves are suborned from 
philosophy *. 

Thus speaks Tertullian respecting what he 
deems the very hot-bed of heresy. Yet, accord- 
ing to a favourite and cherished hypothesis of the 
modern Antitrinitarian School, this very Tertul- 
lian, it will be recollected, was so enamoured of 
gentile philosophy, that he became a grievous and 


? A Christianis enim conversus ad philosophos, de Ecclesia 
in Academiam et Porticum, inde sumpsit a Stoicis materiam 
cum Domino ponere: que et ipsa semper fuerit, neque nata 
neque facta nec initium habens omnino nec finem; ex qus 
Dominus omnia postea fecerit. Tertull. adv. Hermog. § 1. 
Oper. p. 335. 

? Doleo, bona fide, Platonem omnium heereticorum condi- 
mentarium factum.—Cum igitur hujusmodi argumento illa im- 
sinuentur a Platone que heretici mutuantur, satis heereticos 
repercutiam, si argumentum Platonis elidam. Tertull. de 
anim. Oper. p. 659. 

° H2RETICORUM PATRIARCHZ PHILOSOPHI. Tertull. adv. 
Hermog. § 4. Oper. p. 339. 

* Ipsze denique heereses a philosophia subornantur. Ter- 
tull. adv. her. § 2. Oper. p. 97. 


Te 
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ihameless pilferer from it, for the purpose of en- 
iching Christianity with doctrines which Christ- 
anity herself was wholly ignorant of: and, in the 
10peful process of depredation, he was eagerly 
oined by those, who have been styled his learned 
rontensporaries. 

III. Bad, however, as pagan philosophy might 
be in the judgment of the early Fathers; it still, 
they thought, contained some points, good in 
themselves, and even conformable to divine revela- 
ion. But such exceptions to a general rule re- 
flected small credit upon the philosophers. What- 
ever was bad, was their own: whatever was good, 
if we may believe these primitive theologians, they 
remorselessly stole or borrowed from Moses and 
the Prophets. 

1. Such is the theory, by which Justin would 
account for the existence of all that was praise- 
worthy in gentile philosophy. 

Your philosophers, says he to the Greeks, through 
the agency of divine providence, have unwillingly 
been even themselves compelled to speak on our side 
of the question: and more especially those, who so- 
journed in Egypt, and who were benefited by the 
theoseby of Moses and his ancestors. For those of you, 
who are acquainted with the history of Diodorus 
and with the productions of other similar writers, 
can scarcely, I think, be ignorant: that Orpheus 
and Homer and Solon and Pythagoras and Plato 

P 2 
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and several others, having sojourned in Egypt and 
having been benefited by the history of Moses, after- 
ward set forth matters directly contrary to thetr for- 
mer tndecorous speculations concerning the gods. 

Thus for instance, Orpheus, though the first teacher 
of polytheism among you, declared, to his son Muséus 
and to other sincere hearers, the unity of the God- 
head.— We find him also adjuring THE VOICE OF THE 
FATHER: by which expression he means THE WORD OF 
GoD, through whom were produced the heavens and 
the earth and the whole creation, as the divine pro- 
phecies of holy men teach us. For, becoming parts 
ally acquainted with these prophecies tin Egypt, he 
thence learned: that the whole creation was produced 
by THE WORD OF GOD. —s— 

Pythagoras, likewise, who through symbols mysts- 
cally declared the dogmata of hts philosophy, learned 
just sentiments, concerning the unity of God, during 
his abode in Egypt.— 

After a similar manner, Plato, as it seems, learned 
in Egypt the doctrine of Moses and the other pro- 
phets respecting one only God.—For, wishing to tn- 
terpret to the ignorant what was mystically said con- 
cerning the eternity of God, he wrote as follows: 
GOD, AS THE ANCIENT DISCOURSE SETS FORTH, HAS THE 
BEGINNING AND THE END ANDTHE MIDDLE OF ALL THINGS. 
Here, under the name of THE ANCIENT DISCOURSE, 
Platoclearly and openly alludes to the Law of Moses: 
though, through fear of aconite, he did not venture 
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to mention the precise name of the Hebrew Legis- 
lator '. 


? Hoda yap cal avrol, bro ric Oelac rév dvOpéxwy xpovoiac, 
cai Gcovrec bxép dy eixciv hyayxacOnoay, cal pddtora oi éy 
Alyorry yevdpevor, kai dxd rijg Movotwe cal rév xpoydvwy ad- 
row GeooeBelac opednOevrec. Ob yap AavOavew éviovg dpe ol- 
pat, eyrvydvrag wavrwg xov ry Te Acocwpov ioropig xal raic rev 
hocwisy rev xept rovrwy ioropnodrrwy, bre xai ’Opdeve, rat “Opn- 
poc, cal LéAwy 6 rove vdpouc ’AOnvalore yeypagwc, xal IvOa- 
yépac, xal WAdrwy, cal ddAdot revéc, ev ry Alytare yevdpevor, 
cal é ric Movotwe igropiag wpednBerrec, orepoy évavria rey 
xporepoy py karo repl Oewy coldyrwy abroic arepyvavro. 

"Oppedc y' obv, 6 rig woAvOEdrnroc tpwr, we Gy etror rie, 
wpwrog dddoxadog yeyovwc, ola mpoc Tov vidy abrov Movaaior 
cal rove otxove yynolouc dxpoarac Uorepoy wept Evoc Kal pdvov 
Qcos xnpurre Aéywy, dvayxatoy drouvijca tuadc.—Kal €yv roi¢ 
‘Spxoce dé obrwe’ Oipavdy dpxilw cé Oeod peyadov sopuv Epyor 
Abchy opxifw oé Iarpoc rv p0éykaro mpwror, jvixa xéopoy 
dxayra taicg ornpliaro BovAaic. Ti BovAerat ro Néyery adroy 
Abdny opxifw o€ Tarpoc rny gO0éykaro xrpérov; Addhy évravba 
roy rou Ozov dvopdale Adyor, Ot ov obpavog kal yi cal  waoa 
éyévero xriowe, &c dacxovor hdc ai Oeiac rdév dylwy dydpwy 
xpognreia, ale éy péper cal avroc évy ry Alyirry xpocyay, Eyvu, 
ére rp Adyg rov Geod xaoa tyévero fy xrlotc. 

‘O d€ rov Mynoapyov HvOaydpac, 6 ra ddypara rij¢ Eaurov 
grro00¢lac da cup Bdrwy pivorikoc ExOépevoc, we dndovaty ot ror 
Bioy abrov yeypagérec, Gita xalabrog rijc cic Alyurrov drodn- 
plac wepi évdc Ocov dpovay gaiverat.— 

Oérw péy ovy 6 HvOaydpac’ DAdrwy de, drodetapevoc per, we 
Zouey, ry wept évocg cal pdvov Oeov Mwvotwe xal rev add\wv 
xpopnray cidgoxarlay, fy év Aiyunry yevdpuevog Eyvw.—Aa 
rovro rolyuy Worep Eppnvetoa roic dyvoovet To pvoTiKwe TEP Tic 
didtérnroc rov Oeou deca ric peroxiic cipnpévoy Bovddpevoc 6 ITa- 
rev, avraic Aéleoty otra yéypager® ‘O per Of Oedc, domwep Kai 6 
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To the same purpose he speaks in the second 
of his two Apologies: though he does not here 
specify the source, whence he supposes the philo- 
sophical Pagans to have derived the better articles 
of their theology. 

The doctrines of Plato are not entirely alien from 
those of Christ, while yet they are not altogether 
similar : and this remark applies equally to the doc- 
trines of other writers, whether they be Stotcs or poets 
or historians.— 

Whatsoever things, therefore, have been well spoken 
by all of these, are the property of us Christzans: 
for, next after God (the Father), we worship and 
we love THE WORD, who is from the unbegotten and 
ineffable God ; since, for our sakes, he became man, 
in order also that, being made a joint partaker of 
our passions, he might effect our healing’. 

His language is still the same in his first 


madatoc Adyoc, dpxiy Kal reXevriy Kal péoa THY rarTeY Exe 
"EvravOa 6 TWAarwy, cagic cal gavepiig, rov wadawov Adyory 
Mwuetwe dvopaler vopov, rov péy dvéuarog Muvotwe, poy row 
Kwvetov, peuvijoOat deduwc. Justin. Cohort. ad Greec. Oper. 
p 11, 12, 14, 18. 

1 Ody dre ddAdrpia éori ra WAdrwvog Stdaypara rav Xproro¥, 
ddd’ dre ob Eore ravrn Guoa, dorep obce Ta THY GANwY, Ureie 
KO re, kal woinrwy, Kal ovyypagéwy.— Oca ov xupa wae Kas 
Awe eipyra, yay rHv Xprorcavey eore’ roy yap dwo adyevyy- 
tov kal dfpyrov Oeov Adyoy, pera rov Oeov, mpookuvovper cal 
ayarapey, ered) cai dc hude avOpwroc yéyover, Exwe cal, ror 


rabwy rwy Hperépwy cupperoxog yevopevoc, tacty natjonray 


Justin. Apol. ii, Oper. B {o. 
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Apology, even when he is expressly noticing the 
fancied Trinity of Plato. Here, as_ before, his 
avowed theory is: not that Christians could pro- 
perly be said to agree with the philosophic Pagans, 
for such an expression might seem to imply an 
act of borrowing on the part of Christians; but, on 
the contrary, that, through imitation of the doc- 
trine professed by Christians, all the Platonists 
avowed what they did avow. 

It ts not, that we hold the same opinions with 
others, he asserts: but that all, through imitation, 
speak our tenets’. 

The cautious inquirer will not fail to observe: 
that Justin, though, after the humour of the age, 
very anxious to discover the doctrine of the per- 
sonal Word and the Trinity in the old theology 
of Orpheus and in the recondite philosophy of 
Plato, never once expresses the least notion of 
borrowing it from those quarters, and of thence 
introducing it into Christianity. On the contrary, 
the whole tenor of his language is precisely opposed 
to the conduct which Dr. Priestley and others of 
the Antitrinitarian School would ascribe to him. 
According to this very hasty class of writers, 
Justin borrows the doctrine of the Word from 
Platonism, and thence introduces it into Christ- 


* O8 ra abrad ody hueic ddrotc SofdZopev, GAN oi xavrec ra 
wperepa pupovpevor Agyovor. Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 73. See 
the entire passage cited above, book ii. chap. 6. §1. 3. 
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ianity: but, according to his own account of the 
matter, Justin, finding that doctrine already taught 
by the Catechists of the Church from the inspired 
volume of the New Testament and from the then 
well remembered preaching of the Apostles, feels 
a strong desire to discover some vestiges of it also 
in the ancient theology of Orpheus and of Plato, on 
the avowed theory, that both Orpheus and Plato 
learned it in Egypt from the writings of Moses. 
2. The hypothesis, advocated by Clement of 
Alexandria, is exactly the same as the hypothesis 
of Justin. Plato and Pythagoras are the borrowers 
from Moses and the prophets: not Justin and 
Clement, from Plato and Pythagoras. 
- Plato remarks: Gop, AS ALSO THE ANCIENT DIS- 
COURSE TEACHES, COMPREHENDS THE BEGINNING AND 
THE END AND THE MIDDLE OF ALL THINGS.— Whence, 
O Plato, did you thus darkly set forth the truth ?— 
THE NATIONS OF THE BARBARIANS, says he, ARE WISER 
THAN THOSE. Truly I well know your teachers, 
though you may wish to conceal them.—From the 
Hebrews you have borrowed, both all your good laws, 
and your opinion respecting the Deity’. 


1'O pev do) ede, Somwep cat 6 radatog Adyoc, dpynhy cal re- 
Neuray kal péoa rwy Oyrwy drxaytwy Exwy.—lldbev, & UWAdrew, 
addAgOeay aivirry ;—Lopwrepa, not, rovrwy Bapfapwy ra yéyn. 
OTéd vou rovg deackddouc, Kav droxpirrew €0éAnc.—Népove 
SS reve Gove dAnOeic, cal ddéay rv rov Oeov, wap’ abrwv wpéArn- 
eat trey "FEpaiwy. Clem. Alex. Admon. ad Gent. Oper. p. 
aK a6, 

a 
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Pythagoras transferred largely from our Scrip- 
tures into his own system of dogmatic philosophy. 
For Numenius, the pythagoréan philosopher, undis- 
guisedly writes: WHAT IS PLATO, SAVE MOSES AT-, 
TICISING *? 

The philosophers of the Greeks, without acknow- 
ledging their obligations, borrowed the best of their 
dogmata from Moses and the prophets’. 

IV. With respect to what has been denominated 
the Trinity of Plato; however its component 
members may be enumerated, it certainly is no 
Triad of three distinct persons. 

According to Justin Martyr, the three principles 
of the greek philosopher were God and Matter and 
Form: to which he sometimes added a fourth, 
under the title of The Soul of the Universe*. But 


? HvOaycpac xodAa roy wap’ hpty perevéyxac cic ray éavrov 
Soyparoraiay. Novptjviog 6 TvOaydpewoc giAdoogoc avrixpuc 
ypage Ti ydp éore WAdrwy, 4} Mwoiic drricifwy ; Clem. Alex. 
Strom. lib. i. Oper. p. 342. | 

2 Krténrag Néyeobac rove ray ‘ENhvwy girooddouc, rapa Mw- 
ciwe Kalrwy xpogyTrwy ra Kupwrara rey doyparwy ovk ebya- 
plorwe eiingdrac. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. v. Oper. p. 550. 

3 Tov ydp Unarwvog rpeic dpyde rov mavroc elvac Aéyovroc, 
Oedy cal“YAny cai Eldoc’ Gedy per, Tov mavrwy xownrhy: “YAny 
be, rhy broxecpévny rH TpwTy THY yevopévwy yevéoet, Kal riy 
apépaccy aire rijc¢ Onpvpylac rapéxovoay’ Eldog dé, rd éxao- 
rov rey y.vopévery xapdcerypa. Justin. Cohort. ad Greec. Oper. 
p- 5. 

“O y’ obv Dddrwy wore péy rpeic dpyac rov wavroc elvat dé- 
yet, Gedy xai“YAny xa Eldoc’ rore dé réccapac, xpoorlOnot yap 
rhy xabddov Vuyfy. Justin. Cohort. ad Greece. Oper. p. 6. 
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Porphyry exhibits Plato’s second and third prin- 
ciples, as being active instead of passive: whence 
he sums up the entire three, as the Highest Good 
God, the Second Creative God, and the Soul of 
the World’. And this last statement of the specu- 
lation seems to be favoured by the language of 
Plato himself: for, mentioning them altogether in 
his second epistle to Dionysius, he denominates 
his three divine principles, Essentsal Goodness, and 
Creative Intellect, and The Universal Mundane 
Soul?. 

Now, in the Triad of Plato, some of the early 
Fathers wished to discover a real though corrupted 
declaration of the three persons of the Trinity: 
and the theory, upon which they proceeded, was 
avowedly the following. 

The doctrine of the Trinity, they maintained, 
so far from being an invention of Plato, was in 
truth a primitive patriarchal revelation of the 
divine nature. This primitive revelation was, with 
a more ample development, confirmed under the 
Gospel. Plato, meanwhile, had corruptedly bor- 
rowed its outline from the writings of Moses and 


1 Hoppuptog yap gyno, TAarwvog éxriBépevog ddlar* “Axpe 
Tpwy twoardcewy THv Tov Oiou xpoedOeivy obolar’ elvac dé row 
pév dywrarw Oedy rdya0uy’ per’ avroy 6€ Kal devrepoy, ror Age 
puoupydy’ rplroy d& cai ry Tov Kéopov Wuyny dxor yap Yuyte 
tiv Oedrnra xpoedGeiy. Cyril. cont. Julian. lib. i. p. 34. 

? See Cudworth’s Intellect. Syst. book i. chap. 4. p. 406— 
408. 





CHAP. VIII. ] OF TRINITARIANISM. 219 


the Prophets. Consequently, men need not won- 
der to have found a prominent dogma, both of 
the ancient Hebrew Church and of its successor 
the Christian Church, in the Works of a specu- 
lative Greek,.who had been largely conversant 
with the Orientals’. 


*“Qere Adyy Ocov éx ray troxemévey cal xpodnwhévrey 
dea Music, yeyervvijebat roy xavra xéopoy, cal IIddrwy, cai oi 
ravra dEyovrec, Kal jpeic, EudOoper, cal ipetc recoOjvac dvvacbe. 
—Kal ro évy rg xapd TWAarwut Tipaly gvotodoyoupevoy repli row 
Yios rov Oeov, re Néyet, "Exlacey abroy év rg wayrl' rapa Mo- 
eiwc aBdy, Spoiwc elxey.—Tiy pera rov xpwrov Ozov dbvapty 
xeyedoOa: iy rg wavri elxe. Kal ro eirety abroy rpirov, éxecdn, 
wc wpoelxopev, Exavw tov voarwy avéyvew bxo Mucéwe eipn- 
pévoy éxipépecBac ro rod Oeov Iveipa’ devrepay perv yap xwpay 
rp wapa cov Adyg, dy kexiacbat Ev re rayvri Edn, didwot’ Thy 
de rplrny, rH rex Oeyre ExihépecOat rp boarc Hvevpart, eixwv, Ta 
8 rplra xepl roy rplroy. Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 72, 73. 

Kai IWAdrwy 3, pera rov Ody nai rv “YAny, ro Eldog rpirny 
apydy elvac Néywr, obk GroGey wdOev, AAAG Tapa Muicéwe ry 
mpégacty eitngac dalverac, Justin. Cohort. ad Greec. Oper. 
p- 22. 

7Ap’ oby 6 rov didwpy Novy cai Adyy caradapPavdpevoy mept- 
vohoac Ody, cal ra ExtcoupBeBnxéra abr@ ékecxeiv, rd Ovrwe dy, 
TO povoguec, 10 dyabdv dn’ abrov droyedpevor, dxep éorl ddy- 
Oeca® xai wept xpwrne duvdpewc’ cal we wept rov xdvrwy Gace 
Ma xavra éori, Kai éxelvou Evexey wavra, Kal ékeivocg alrioy xdy-~ 
rey, Kat wepi dvo kul rpia’ Sevrepov O€ wept rd devrepa, Kal rplropy 
repli re rplra’ repi ray éx rév aicOnray yic re Kal obpavod Aevyo- 
pivey yeyovéivar, petlov ij cad éaurdvy rdArnBec pabeiv Evdpicer ; 
Athenag. Legat. § xxi. p. 92, 93. 

Zuwre yap WAdrwva’ dvrixpue ovroc, év ry mpoc Epaoroy xal 
Kopioxoy éxvorohy, gaiverat Harépa kai Yio, obx old’ Gwe, éx 
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Such was their theory, by which they would 
account for the appearance of a remarkable specu- 


rov ‘EBpaixéy ypagiy éugalywy, wapaxedXevouevog cara dé 
"Exopyovrag oxoveg re dua pi duovoy, cai rjc owovdic ddekeq 
wawcelg, Tov xdvrwy Oedy airioy, kal rov ‘Hyepdvog cai Airlow 
Ilarépa, Kipioy éxopvivrac’ édy dpbwc pirocodqonre, eiozobe. 
“Hre ev Tipaiy dnpoyopia Harépa cadet roy Anprovpyor, Aéyovea 
WOE two’ Ocol Oewy, Sy éys Harhp, Anpuoupydc re Epywy. “Qore 
kal, way etry’ Ilepl rov xavrwy Baorwtéa xdvra éori, xdxelvov 
évexey ra xdyta’ Kaxelvo airwy adxdyrwy xadwy* Gevrepoy 82, 
wepl rd cetrepa’ xal rpiroy, wept ra rpira’ ovx addAwe Eywye éla- 
kobw, i ry ‘Aylay Tpidda pnviecba’ rpirov pév yap elvar, 76 
“Ayvoy IIvevpa‘ rov Yidy oe, dedrepoy, or’ ov xavra éyévero card 
BotAnowy rov Marpéc. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. v. Oper. p. 598. 

HvOaydpac 6é cal TAdrwy, ccarerpeporec év Aiytrrg, cai rod- 
Noig roig abrd&t wepervyyxdvovrec, Gre é) prAopabeorarw re drre 
kat girotorope, odk hyvonodrny riy Mwatwe doerhy.— EvrevOey, 
olpat, roy xept Ocod Adyow oi« axduwe éExpepabyxdrac, Eweet- 
Kéorepdy we wapd rove GAXoug ra wepi abrov dokdca, cai pay 
kal éhéoBar ppoveiv.—lopguptoc yap nor, DAdrwvog exreBépevoc 
ddlav’ “Axpt rpwwy vroocrdcewy rihy rov Oelov mpoedOeiv obctay’ 
elvat dé roy per dywrdrw Ody rdyabdy* per’ abroy d€ cai debre- 
pov, rov Anjuoupydy* rplroy dé cai riy rov kdopou Yuyiyy> &ype 
yap Vuxijc rv Oadrnra mpoedOciv. “Idov oO) caguc év rovrac, 
aXpt Tplwy brogracewy Tijy Tov Oelov rpoeAOetv ovclay, ioxuptfe- 
ra Ele pev ydp €or d rov ddwy Sede’ xarevpyverat oe Goxep 
i) xepi avrov yyworg sic ‘Ayiay re xal ‘Opoovator Tpiada® etc re 
Ilarépa, gnpi, cal Yiov, xai“Aytoy IIvetpa, 6 cai Vuyhy row 
Koopouv gnoiy 6 IAdrwy.—Kai mwadey 6 abrocg Toppupeoc wept 
TIAarwvoc’ Ato éy droppnrotg wept rovrwy alverrdpevdc onor’ 
Tlepit rov Baowréa wdyra éori, Kai éxeivou Evexa wavra, kal éxetyo 
airtoy mdyTwy Kadwy, debrepoy Cé wep ra Sevrepa, Kal rpiroy xepl 
Ta rpira’ we ydp mavrwy péy wepi rove rpeic Syrwy Qeovc, aAX 
7 el nepl rov xdvrwy Bagiréa, Cevrépwe d& wept roy 
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lation in the writings of a gentile philosopher. 
But, as for borrowing the doctrine of the Trinity 
from the Triad of Plato and thence introducing it 
into the primitive Christian Church; which is 
the wild hypothesis of the modern Antitrinitarian 
School: we have no evidence whatsoever, that such 
a notion at any time entered info their heads, or 
that such a mutuation was ever adopted in prac- 
tice. In truth, to speak more accurately, this 
strange phantasy is not only negatively unsupported 
by any testimony, but it is even positively contra- 
dicted by a mass of evidence the most complete 
and the most overwhelming. For, since we have 
direct proof, that Justin and Irenéus and Athena- 
goras and Clement and Tertullian found the doc- 
trine of the Trinity already from the very first 
existing In the Church: it is obvious, that, by no 
possibility, could they have borrowed and tntro- 
duced, as a hitherto unheard of novelty, this iden- 
tical doctrine into the Church. 

Under the presumption, in short, that the greek 
philosophers stole largely from Moses and the Pro- 
phets, the early Fathers seem to have been fond 
of discovering fancied affinities. But here the mat- 


dx’ éxeivov Oeov, cal rpirwe wepi roy dxo rovrov. AsedhAwxe oe 
Euguivey cal ry é d\AfAwy txdoracty, dpydpevoc dro rov Bact- 
Awe, Kal riy UrdPacty Kal Epecty Twy pera TO MpWroy, da Tov 
xpwrwc cal devrépwe cal rpirwe eireiv, kai Ort ef Evdg ra Tavra, 
kat é¢ abrov awlerac, Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian. lib. 1. 
p. 29, 34. 
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ter ended. Their conduct closely resembled the 
conduct of various modern writers among our- 
selves, who have fancied that they could detect 
vestiges of the Trinity of Scripture in the Triads of 
Paganism. My own persuasion is: that not the 
slightest connection subsists between them, and 
that the Triads of the Gentiles originated from a 
totally different source’. But, whether my in- 
dividual persuasion be well founded or ill founded, 
even a Horsley has condescended to tread in the 
steps of the early ecclesiastical speculatists : for, 
nearly after their fashion, he has adventured to 
trace the christian dogma, in the Mysteries of 
Orpheus and Pythagoras, in the traditional state- 
ment of Plato, in the secrets of the Egyptian 
Priesthood, in the theology of Persia and Chaldéa, 
in the Orgies of the Samothracian Cabiri, and in 
the joint adoration of the three great gods of the 
Roman Capitol *. 

How, then, stands the real question? Truly, 
those ingenious theorists of the Antitrinitarian 
School, who, because Justin and the early Fathers 
discovered the doctrine of the Trinity in the writ- 
ings of Plato, thence rapidly advance to the con- 


1 The Triads of the Gentiles, with a singular mixture of Sa- 
bianism and Materialism, originated, as the legends attached to 
them distinctly shew, from the three sons of Adam, viewed as 
transmigratively re-appearing in the three sons of Noah. See 
my Origin of Pagan Idolatry, book i. chap. 1. 


* Bp. Horsley’s Charge, II. 2. Tracts, p. 48, 44. 
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clusion, that Justin and the early Fathers borrowed 
and itroduced the doctrine into the primitive 
Church: truly, those ingenious theorists, among 
whom shines out preéminently the Historian of 
the Corruptions of Christianity, might with equal 
cogency, on the self-same principles, demonstrate; 
that, because Bishop Horsley discovered the doc- 
trine of the Trinity in the Triads of Paganism, he 
most indubitably from that quarter borrowed and 
introduced the doctrine into the hitherto antitrini- 
tarian Church of England. 

It is not unworthy of note, that, when Celsus, 
in the second century, for the purpose of depre- 
ciating the Gospel, had alleged, not merely (like 
Dr. Priestley) against the Christians of that day, but 
even against Christianity itself, that it had largely 
borrowed from the philosophers and especially from 
Plato: Origen, who answered him in the third 
century, treated the whole of this attack as a mere 
baseless calumny', on the ground; that, what 
Celsus would refer to Plato or to Heraclitus, had 
been said, long before their time, by the ancient 
hebrew prophets’. 

I may add, what is somewhat remarkable, that, 
although Celsus adduced from Plato the same 
passage as that which is also adduced by Justin 
and Clement and Athenagoras and Cyril, he did 


1”AXdAny Kédgou xarnyopiay. 
2 Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 288—293. 
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not bring it forward for the purpose of shewing 
that Christians had borrowed from Plato the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, as they brought it forward for 
the purpose of shewing that Plato had borrowed 
that doctrine from Moses and the Prophets: but he 
adduced it, simply in order to intimate, that some 
of the magnificent scriptural descriptions of the power 
and majesty of God fell short of it in dignity and 


sublimity '. 


? Tatra & fhynodpny Bpaxéa do xdeicrwyv Sowv rev rept Oeoi 
roic tepoicg dydpace vevonuévwy wapabécGat, deccvuc, Gre rev Bav- 
pacbértwr tro Kédoov xAarwyuay Adywy Exe Te oepvdrepoy, 
Toig Exovow dpBadpove Bréreev ra ceva Trev ypagwy dvvag - 
pévouc, ra tepa TwY TpodNTwWY ypappara. 

"Exee 0’ 4 WAdrwvoc dékic, fy 6 Kédooc e&éOero, rovroy roy 
TpOToy. . 

Tlept roy xavrwy Bacthéa xdvr’ éorl, cal éxelvov Evexa wavra, 
kal éxeivo atrioy axavrwy kaday. Acvrepoy de, wept rdé devrepa® 


wal rpiroy, rept ra rpira. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 287, 288. 





CHAPTER IX. 


RESPECTING THE ALLEGATION, THAT THE TRINITY. OF 
THE EARLY FATHERS DIFFERED ESSENTIALLY FROM 
THE TRINITY OF THE MODERN CATHOLIC CHURCH. 


Tuat The doctrine of a Trinity was taught and main- 
tained by the Fathers of the early Church: is a fact, 
which at length it has been found impossible abso- 
lutely to deny. 

‘Under such circumstances, for the purpose of 
avoiding the consequence which from this incon- 
trovertible fact so obviously results; the conse- 
quence, namely, that, If the doctrine of a Trinity 
was publicly taught and maintained by the Fathers 
of the early Church, the early Church, of which they 
were the accredited teachers, and with which they 
were always in unreproved communion, must herself 
also, from the very beginning, have held that doctrine’: 


* Mr. Lindsey, as we have seen, fully acknowledges: that, 
what the Fathers of the three first centuries held and taught, 
all christian people, by a necessary consequence, must also have 
held. This he acknowledges: the only question therefore is, 
what those Fathers did teach. See above, book ii. chap. 6. in 
Init. 
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under such circumstances, the writers of the 
Antitrinitarian School are wont to contend : that 
The Trinity, as first introduced and received into 
the Church, long, most widely and most vitally, dif- 
Jered from the Trinity of more modern Christianity ; 
for, though THE SON'S PERFECT EQUALITY WITH THE 
FATHER be the present approved scheme of orthodoxy, 
the original introducers and favourers of Trinitari- 
anism stoutly matntained THE SON’S ESSENTIAL IN- 
FERIORITY TO THE FATHER. 

Now, by the very occurrence of cumulative dis- 
crepance, this matter, they allege, clearly marks 
the progress of corruption. 

When Trinitarianism, say they, was first en- 
grafted upon the simplicity of primitive Unitari- 
anism, no one ever asserted: that Christ ts properly 
and essentially God. On the contrary, he was 
viewed in a light greatly inferior to the Father: 
and, instead of being deemed equal to him, he was 
considered rather as a sort of secondary and created 
God; for, at the commencement of the corruption, 
the new theory was not very dissimilar to that sys- 
tem of doctrine, which, at a later period, received 
the name of Arianism. With respect to the favour- 
ite modern tenet of THE PERFECT COEQUALITY AND 
COETERNITY OF THE THREE PERSONS OF THE TRINITY, 
it was altogether unknown, until the huge fabric 
of gradual corruption was at length completed. 

Such a statement, even were it admissible, 
would not, so far as I can discern, materially serve 

Po 
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the cause of modern Antitrinitarianism : for, if, on 
the one hand, it condemned Trinitarianism, as at 
present understood and received; it would equally, 
on the other hand, condemn Antitrinitarianism, as 
now propounded and enforced by the School of 
Dr. Priestley. 

The early Fathers, quite up to the apostolic 
age, held and taught some doctrine of a Trinity. 
But, in whatever mode the early Fathers held the 
doctrine of a Trinity, in that same mode the 
Catholic Church from the very beginning must 
have held it. Consequently, let the precise doc- 
trine have been what it may, it could only, as 
having been universally received from the very 
beginning, have been introduced into the Church 
Catholic by the Apostles themselves. Hence, if 
we admit the divine inspiration of the Apostles 
(and, if we deny it, we entirely shift the ground of 
the argument): modern Antitrinitarianism would 
be proved, even by the present statement, to be a 
palpable departure from the primitive faith, quite 
as much as, though in an opposite direction to, 
modern Trinitarianism. 

Let this, however, pass: and let us hear the 
determination put forth by the Historian of the 
Corruptions of Christianity. 

We find, upon all occasions ; that the early Christ- 
ian Writers speak of the Father as superior to the 
Son: and, in general, they give him the title of con, 
as distinguished from the Son; and sometimes they 

Q2 
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expressly call him, exclusively of the Son, THE ONLY 
TRUE GOD: a phraseology, which does not at all accord 
with the idea of the perfect equality of all the per- 
sons in the Trinity. But it might well be expected, 
that the advances to the present doctrine of the 
Trinity should be gradual and slow. It was, indeed, 
some centuries before tt was completely formed '. 

Thus speaks Dr. Priestley: and, forthwith 
adopting the speculation advanced by the His- 
torian, his implicit follower the Barrister eagerly 
promulgates it afresh with increasing confidence. 
Having stated anew the discoveries of his prede- 
cessor, that Tertullian and Ongen confess. and 
lament the horror with which the bulk of their 
contemporaries viewed the then novel doctrine 
of Christ's divinity, he proceeds in the following 
manner. 

Though we are not to consider the Fathers as 
AUTHORITIES tn the interpretation of the Scriptures, 
but are bound to examine and judge for ourselves: 
yet we cannot avoid considering their TESTIMONY to 
be of great weight, when they are relating matters 
of fact ; more particularly when they are facts mili- 
tating against their own peculiar opinions. Which, 
we must bear in mind too, shocking as they then ap- 
peared to the great body of plain unlettered Christ- 
tans tho at that time constituted the majority of 


‘ Wrieatley’s Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 3. Works, vol. v. 


we th 
——, 
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belzevers, were much less calculated to shock their 
minds, than those which succeeded them in the course 
of another century; as one corruption paved the 
way for, and was closely followed by, another. For 
the Trinity of the Fathers of that period, as declared 
by themselves (of which I can produce very clear 
and satisfactory proofs from their own writings), 
consisted of three UNEQUAL persons, of whom the 
Father was SUPREME '. 

Like his prototype Dr. Priestley, the Barrister 
has unhappily fallen into the delusive habit, of 
hastily catching up a promising expression, and of 
forthwith expecting it to do wonders for the cause 
which he has unguardedly been led to espouse. 
Without once stopping to examine the drift or 
context of the place, he incontinently notes it 
down as a very clear and satisfactory proof of the 
point to be established: and then rapidly sends it 
forth into the world, totally pretermitting and ap- 


* Letters by another Barrister, p. 282, 288. The reader will 
recollect, that the great body of plain unlettered Christians, 
whom the Barrister represents as shocked at the doctrine of 
Christ’s divinity, were, in truth, certain ignorant individuals, 
who, by Praxeas, had been seduced, from the primeval doctrine 
of the Trinity in Unity, to the monstrous novelty of believing : 
that Christ himself, exclusively, is the sole supreme untpersonal 
Deity ; who, in respect to his different functions or offices, vartously 
assumed the several mere titles of Father and Son and Spirit. 
See above, book ii. chap. 5. Such is the manner, in which ancient 
ecclesiastical history is read and propounded by the doctors of 
the modern Antitrinitarian School ! 
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parently having never read those other explana- 
tory passages, which, if adduced, would have im- 
mediately shewn, that his merely partial and utterly 
misunderstood authority was nothing to the pur- 
pose. 

This unfortunate propensity of the Historian 
and the Barrister, I have already had occasion to 
notice, in more than a single instance, as Athanasius 
and Tertullian and Origen and Justin successively 
passed before us in masquerading habits which 
might well have concealed them from the sagacity 
of even maternal inspection. I have now to per- 
form the task of exhibiting another specimen of 
the same very mischievous and very reprehensible 
humour. 

Our two authors, it seems, are quite sure: that 
The Trinity of the early Ecclesiastics, as declared 
by themselves (of which the Barrister can produce 
very clear and satisfactory proofs from their own 
writings), was very different from the Trinity of 
the modern Catholic Church; for the Trinity of the 
former consisted of three UNEQUAL persons, among 
whom the Father 1s suPREME ; while the Trinity of 
the latter consists of three EQUAL persons, among 
whom the Father is NoT SUPREME. 

The knowledge of ancient Theology, and the 
knowledge of modern Theology, possessed by Dr. 
Priestley and the Barrister, may justly, in point of 
extent and accuracy, be pronounced much about 
equal. 
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I. With respect to the doctrine, really held by 
the old Ecclesiastical Writers in regard to the 
mode of the Deity’s subsistence, it may be briefly 
stated in manner following. 

The perfect Unity of the Godhead subsists, as an 
undsoided and mutually inherent Trinity. But, tn 
the divine Trinity, there is an orderly gradation of 
consubstantial and coéternal and coéqual persons, 
with an economical distribution of covenanted offices. 

1. This primitive doctrine, which plainly in- 
volves the two ideas of EQUALITY under one aspect 
and of INEQUALITY under another aspect, it may be 
useful to state somewhat more largely under the 
form of separate propositions. 

(1.) In regard to the double nature of Christ, 
divine and human, the ancient writers taught as 
follows. 

The Son is nquat to the Father, as touching his 
godhead. But he is 1nrerior to the Father, as 
touching his manhood. 

(2.) In regard to the Trinity, when viewed ab- 
stractedly from the humanity of the Son as that 
Trinity was believed to have existed before the 
incarnation of the divine Word, the following was 
their doctrine. 

Essentially or physically, the three divine consub- 
stantial persons are EQUAL. But there ts @ gra- 
dation in them, which places the Father First tn 
order. 

For the Father is God of himself or The Unde- 
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rived Fountain of Deity: and, therefore, he ts so far 
SUPREME '. 

The Son ts God from the Father, eternal Ema- 
nation from eternal Light, true God from true God. 

And the Holy Ghost is God from the Father and 
from the Son, eternally by the Son proceeding from 
the Father: so that the Father and the Son are one 
God in the unity of the Spirit *. 


’ The titles of Aird@eog and IIny) Oedrnrocg, which by the 
early ecclesiastical writers are so often bestowed upon the Fa- 
ther, are not so bestowed (as Dr. Priestley and the Barrister 
seem to have fancied) for the purpose of excluding the Son and 
the Holy Spirit from full participation of essential and perfect 
and actual divinity, but simply for the purpose of setting forth 
the Father as the underived fountain of Godhead: a character 
of independent Autotheism, which they judged to be inapplicable 
either to the Son or to the Spirit, and which in truth if so ap- 
plied would as its inevitable result bring out the doctrine of 
absolute separated Tritheism. 

Older oby adbroé (scil. ro Ivevpa) kal vrapyor idooverdaruc, 
kat ra rdvra Cworotovy Kai rpégoy, Kal we é& aylac xnyac horn- 
pévoy rov Ocou cal Tlarpdc’ mpdecot yap é avrov cara gvow, «al 
dc’ Yiov xopnyeirac ry xrioe. Cyril, Alex, cont. Julian. lib. i. 
p. 35. 

? The Latins held, that the Spirit proceeds from the Father 
and from the Son: the Greeks held, that the Spirit Proceeds 
from the Father by the Son. 

In the text, I have embodied both these two ideas: which 
are by no means incompatible; but which, the latter being ex- 
planatory of the former, ultimately and effectively, so far as I 
can see, amount to the same doctrine. 

On the principle that the Father alone is the Avrd@eog and 
the IIny) Oedrnroc, I should say: that the expression, From 
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(3.) In regard to the economical distribution of 
covenanted offices, they further taught in manner 
following. 


the Father by the Son, is perhaps the most strictly accurate. In 
either case, the doctrine is the same. 

I may add: that the phraseology, preferred by the Greeks, 
seems, if we may so conjecture from its adoption by Tertul- 
lian, to have been familiar even in the Latin Church of the 
second century. 

Hoc mihi et in tertium gradum dictum sit, qui Spiritum non 
aliunde puto, quam a Patre per Filium. Tertull. adv. Prax. 
§ 3. Oper. p. 406. 

The inseparable junction, of the three nevertheless distinct 
persons in the Godhead, through the unity of the Spirit, is very 
clearly set forth by Athenagoras, who flourished about the year 
170.. 

*Evo¢ Gvrog rob arpoc cat rov Yiov* Gvrog dé rov Yiov év Tarp), 
cai Harpoc év Yig, évdrnriexal duvvdpe Ivetparog. Athenag. 
Legat. § ix. Oper. p. 38. 

_ This mutual inherency of the three divine persons in one 
Godhead was conventionally styled their repcyapnarc. 

From the acknowledged fact of such inherency, I conceive : 
that, when we speak of the Father being the Aird@eo¢g and the 
Isyya Oedrnroc, and when we say that the Son derives his sub- 
sistence by generation from the Father; we must be under- 
stood, as using that language solely with reference to the mutual 
relations of the persons in the Trinity. | 

As the Son, conjointly with the Father and the Spirit, is The 
Supreme Numen : he is, I apprehend, under this aspect, self-ex- 
istent ; whence, accordingly, we find him denominated Jehovah. 

Bat, as the Son is, personally, the second in gradation: he 
derives, I conceive, under that aspect, his subsistence from the 
Father. 

If we deny the Son’s numenical self-existence, we deny him 
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The Son, as the Word or communicatwe Oracle 
or delegated Messenger of the Father, is, to the 
Father, officially 1nrerion. And the Holy Spirit, 
as sent both by the Father and by the Son, ts, both 
to the Father and to the Son, officially iNFEeRior is 
like manner also. 

But then this 1nFeriority, on the part of the Son 
and of the Spirit, ts purely official, not physical or 
essential. For it ts the sort of VOLUNTARY INFE- 
RIORITY which AN EQUAL assumes, when he freely 
agrees to act as the messenger of AN EQUAL, or when 
he freely consents to be delegated by AN EQUAL. 

2. Such is the INEQUALITY, associated with 
EQUALITY, which was held and taught by the doc- 
tors of the primitive Church. Whether they were 
right, or whether they were wrong, in their views: 
thés, in point of fact, was their pocTRINE. 

(1.) With respect to the first of these three 
kinds of INEQUALITY, it requires not that. any par- 
ticular observation should be made upon it. For 
it springs, inevitably, from the doctrine of the two- 
fold nature of the Son, subsequent to the incarna- 
tion. 

If the Son be perfect man, as well as perfect 
God; which, in all ages, the Catholic Church has 


to be Jehovah: for the very import of that name is The Self- 
existent. 
If we deny the Son’s personal derivation from the Father, 
sonal self-existence toall the three 
run into direct Tritheism. 


thus ascribing inde 
hypostases alike 
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maintained : then it will clearly follow; that, as 
man, he must be inFERIor to the Father; and 
that, as God, he must be EquaL to the Father. 

(2.) With respect to the second of them, it sets 
forth, not AN INEQUALITY OF NATURE ITSELF in the 
three persons of the Trinity, but aN oRDERLY GRA- 
DATION IN A MUTUALLY COMMON NATURE. 

No words can perfectly convey to our minds a 
distmct conception of the Deity’s mode of exist- 
ence in unity: but the phraseology of Scripture, 
borrowed as it is from relations which are tho- 
roughly familiar to us, most amply warrants the 
doctrine of the primitive Church on the present 
question. 

In the mutual heavenly relationship of the two 
first persons of the Trinity, there must be some 
analogy to the mutual earthly relationship of 
Sather and son; or the terms, Father and Son, we 
may be sure, would never have been adopted : for, 
without the actual existence of some analogy, the 
use of the terms could only serve to mislead’. 

Respecting the case, then, of an earthly father 
and son, when they are jointly viewed with refer- 
ence to all other classes of phystcally tnferior 
beings ; then, as being mutually consubstantial or 
as partaking of a mutually common nature, they 
are undoubtedly equal: yet, when, in gradation 
and in office, they are severally viewed with refer- 


1 See below, append. ii. numb. 10. 
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ence to each other; then, they are certainly us- 
equal. 

Now, utterly imperfect as the resemblance may 
be; yet, as they were contemplated by the early 
_Fathers of the Church, the same mode of reason- 
ing, at least, is applicable to the two first persons 
of the Trinity: and, beyond this, Scripture does 
not authorise us to extend the comparison. 

The only-begotten Son, being of the same sub- 
stance or. of the same physical substratum with 
his eternal Father; a form of speech finally adopted 
to meet the evasions of the Arians, though both 
the very name of consubstantiality had been fre- 
quently used, and though the doctrine of consub- 
stanttality had certainly been held by all the 
antenicene catholic theologians: must, as such, 
be essentially EquaL to him. But, zn gradation of 
order, the Father being the underived fountain of 
deity, while the eternal Son has never not been 
born of the eternal Father; and, in subordination 
of office, the Son being the messenger of the Fa- 
ther, while the Father is the sender of the Son: 
under such an aspect, the Son must doubtless be 
pronounced (as indeed he himself most . expressly 
declared ', and as, accordingly, the early theolo- 
gians did pronounce him) InFeRIor to the Father. 

(3.) With respect to the third kind of INEQua- 
LIT, it leaves the essential equality of the divine 


1 John xiv. 28. 
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three wholly untouched : for it is, in truth, a mere 
voluntary inequality of covenanted offices. 

3. It may be useful to observe, that, when the 
ancients treated of the second of these three kinds 
of INEQUALITY, they were very fond of using such 
physical illustrations as clearly shew; that they 
held the consubstantiality or common nature of the 
three persons in the Trinity, while at the same 
time they maintained the doctrine of an orderly 
gradation: and, in like manner, when they treated 
of the third kind of tnequatiry, they scrupled not, 
under zhis aspect also, to pronounce the physically 
equal Son officially inferior to the Father. 

The general system of doctrine, in short, which 
they held, and which with the Catholic Church.at 
large they invariably professed to have received in 
regular succession from the Apostles, inevitably 
produced, and always must produce, the language, 
which has been so lamentably misapprehended by 
Dr. Priestley and the Barrister. 

Under some certain aspects, the Son 1s EQUAL to 
the Father: under other certain aspects, the Son 1s 
INFERIOR fo the Father. 

This was the doctrine of the early theologians : 
and its necessary consequence was, that they used 
language, which, from a slovenly neglect of really 
examining their writings, had led the Historian 
and the Barrister to adopt and to print the crude 
speculation; that Zhe ancient doctors of the 
Church held a Trinity of ESSENTIALLY UNEQUAL 
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persons, among whom the Father 7s PHYSICALLY 
SUPREME. 

Now this opinion they NEVER maintained : nor, 
in fact, consistently with their avowed principles, 
was it even possible, that they could maintain it. 
For those, who taught the PHYSICAL CONSUBSTAN- 
TIALITY of the three divine persons, could not, 
without a palpable self-contradiction, teach also 
their ESSENTIAL INEQUALITY. 

The Works, however, of the ancient doctors 
are open to the writers of the modern Antitrinita- 
rian School. Let such writers, then, if they be 
able, produce, from the Works of those alleged 
maintainers of a PHYSICALLY UNEQUAL Trinity, Jus- 
tin (to wit) and Athenagoras and Irenéus and 
Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria, a single 
passage: in which the Son is pronounced to be 
INFERIOR to the Father, and in which the Father’ 
is asserted to be suPREME with reference to the 
two other divine persons, on the specific ground ; 
that Zhe NATURE or sUBSTANCE Of the Father differs 
from and ts superior to the NATURE orf SUBSTANCE of 
the Son and of the Spirit. 

Whenever the admirers of Dr. Priestley can do 
this, they will have effected their purpose: but, 
certainly, the labours of that Historian and his 
follower the Barrister, by which they claim to 
have shewn that the Trinity of those early ante- 
nicene writers consisted of three UNEQUAL persons 
among whom the Father ts sUPREME, serve only to 
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three wholly untouched : for it is, in truth, a mere 
voluntary inequality of covenanted offices. 

3. It may be useful to observe, that, when the 
ancients treated of the second of these three kinds 
of rmEquaLiry, they were very fond of using such 
physical illustrations as clearly shew; that they 
held the consubstantiality or common nature of the 
three persons in the Trinity, while at the same 
time they maintained the doctrine of an orderly 
gradation: and, in like manner, when they treated 
of the third kind of tnequatiry, they scrupled not, 
under this aspect also, to pronounce the physically 
equal Son officially inferior to the Father. 

The general system of doctrine, in short, which 
they held, and which with the Catholic Church at 
large they invariably professed to have received in 
regular succession from the Apostles, inevitably 
produced, and always must produce, the language, 
which has been so lamentably misapprehended by 
Dr. Priestley and the Barrister. 

Under some certain aspects, the Son is EQUAL to 
the Father: under other certain aspects, the Son is 
INFERIOR ¢o the Father. 

This was the doctrine of the early theologians : 
and its necessary consequence was, that they used 
language, which, from a slovenly neglect of really 
examining their writings, had led the Historian 
and the Barrister to adopt and to print the crude 
speculation; that The ancient doctors of the 
Church held a Trinity of ESSENTIALLY UNEQUAL 


+) 
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mind, he himself had within himself the Word, being 
eternally comprehensive of the Word.—The Holy 
Spirit likewise, acting efficaciously in those who pro- 
phesy, we assert to be an emanation from God, flow- 
ing from him and returning to him, as a ray of the 
sun. Who, then, might not well think it strange; 
that we, who declare God the Father and God the 
Son and the Holy Spirit, shewing both their power 
in unity and their distinction tn order, should yet be 
called Atheists ' ? 


_ * El, dv twepBorny cuvécewc, oxorcivy tpivy Exec, 6 Haig ri 
Bovrerat, ép& cua Bpaxéwy xpwroy yévynyua elvac rg Darpi, oby 
dco yevdpevor’ ef apyiic yap 6 Oedc, vote aldoc dy, elyer abroc 
éy éaurg roy Adyov, aidiwe Noyuoc Gv.—Kail roe cai abr, ré 
évepyouy roic Expwvover mpopnriwe, “Aywy IIveipa, dxdégoay 
elvac gapéy rov Ooi, dxoppéoy xal éwavagepdpevoy, we dxriva 
yAlov. Tle ov ox &y dropyoat, Aéyovrag Oeov Larépa cai 
Yiov Gedy cat IMyvetpa “Aywoy, dekvurrag abrwy cal ry éy ry 
évwoet Suvapuy Kal riv tv ry rate ccaipeccy, dxovoag dOtove xa- 
Aovpévouc ; Athenag. Legat. § x. p. 88—40. 

The clause, Elyev abrog €v Eaurg roy Adyoy, didiwe Aoyuoc 
ey, is untranslateable, so as to preserve the turn of the origmal. 
I have done my best : but I have not succeeded. The argument 
of Athenagoras is this. 

God's personal Word is the Reason of God. But God is 
eternally rational, or eternally comprehensive of Reason. There- 
fore the Word or Reason of God is eternal also. 

The play upon the terms Adyog and Aoytxog, in their greek 
acceptation, cannot be preserved in an english version. 

There is a parallel passage of Athanasius, which may serve 
to elucidate this of Athenagoras. 

"Ov éoriy atdwoc 6 Gedc. “Ovrog ody det rov Iarpoc, Zore car 
didiwe cal ro rovrov dxavyacpa, Srep écriv & Adyoc abrov. Kar 

A, 
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The Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, 
ays Tertullian, are three: not in state, but in 
egree ; not in substance, butin form; not in power, 
ut in kind. For they are of one substance, and of 
ne state, and of one power: because God is one; 
rom whom these degrees and forms and kinds are 
eputed, in the name of the Father and of the Son 
wd of the. Holy Ghost'. Whatever comes forth 


tduy 6 Sy Oede é abrov xal Gvra rov Adyow exer. 


Kal ovre 6 
Gyog éxcyéyovey, obk Gy xporepoy’ ovre 6 Tarp adoyoc fy 
bre. ‘H yap xara rou Yiot rédpa eig rov Tarépa ry BdAaopn- 
lay dydyet, elye tiwOey éxevinoey airg codiay Kal Adyov Kat 
éy. Athan. Orat. ii. cont. Arian. Oper. vol. i. p. 154. Com- 
% 1600. 


The ddoyor of Athanasius is evidently the opposite to the 
wee of Athenagoras. 

ertullian has imitated, in Latin, the same form of phrase- 
y and the same peculiar line of argument. 

wte omnia enim Deus erat solus, ipse sibi et mundus ct 


_@t omnia: solus autem, quia nihil extrinsecus preter 


» Ceeterum ne tunc quidem solus: habebat enim secum, 


thabebat in semetipso, Rationem suam scilicet. Rationalis 
wagoree, ro Acyuoc) enim Deus: et Ratio in ipso prius: 
tb ipso omnia. Que Ratio sensus ipsius est, hanc Gracci 
Gicunt. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 3. Oper. p. 407. 
whole argument is founded upon the double sense of 
» Aéyoc, which imports either Verbum or Ratio. On 
be sense, Athenagoras and others of the old Fathers 
Léo play. As the Father is eternally Aoyuce, his Adyor 
wed) must be eternal also. 










*igens, Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum 
‘u, sed gradu; nec substantia, sed forma 
‘a: unius autem substantie, et uni 


R 
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from any thing must needs be second to that, from 
which tt does come forth: but yet tt ts not, on that 
account, separated. Now the second is, where there 
are two: and the third 1s, where there. are three. 
For the third ts the Spirit from God and the Son: 
even as the fruit from the tree is the third from the 
root; and as a runlet from the river ts the third 
from the fountain ; and as the apex from the sun- 
beam is the third from the sun. Yet, from the ori- 
ginal whence it derives its proprieties, nothing is 
separated. Thus the Trinity, descending from the 
Father through united and connected gradations, 
both presents no obstacle to the monarcht Y> and pre- 
serves the state of the economy '. 

(2.) We may next attend to the primitive state- 
ment of that other mode of inequality, which re- 
sults from the hypostatical union of God and man 
in one Christ. 


et unius potestatis: quia unus Deus, ex quo et gradus isti et 
forme et species, in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, 
deputantur. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 2. Oper. p. 406. 

1 Omne, quod prodit ex aliquo, secundum sit ejus necesse 
est de quo prodit: non ideo, tamen, est separatum. Secundus 
autem ubi est, duo sunt: et, tertius ubi est, tres sunt. Tertius 
enim est Spiritus a Deo et Filio: sicut tertius a radice, fructus 
ex frutice; et, tertius a fonte, rivus ex flumine; et, tertius a 
sole, apex ex radio. Nihil tamen a matrice alienatur, ex qua 
proprietates suas ducit. Ita Trinitas, per consertos et con- 
nexos gradus a Patre decurrens, et monarchie nihil obstrepit, 
et vixovopiac statum protegit. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 7. Oper. 


p: 409, 410. 
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When, respecting the single person of the Son, 
says the ancient author of The Exposition of the 
Faith, you hear contradictory declarations : divide, 
between his two natures, all such varying expres- 
sions. If, for instance, any thing great and divine 
be said of him; ascribe it to his divine nature ; if, 
on the other hand, any thing low and human be said 
of him ; ascribe it to his human nature. Thus, each 
naiure recewing its due, will you avotd all contra- 
dictoriness of language '. 

(3.) Finally let us observe the primitive state- 
ment of that third mode of inequality, which 
results from the spontaneous economical accept- 
ance and discharge of office. 

Christ, says Tertullian, is called THE ANGEL OF 
THE GREAT COUNCIL, that 18, THE MESSENGER. But 
this 1s a name of office, not of nature’. 

He, who, being baptised among heretics, says 
Cyprian, can put on Christ: that person must be 
even yet more capable of receiving the Holy Spirit, 
whom Christ hath sent. But, tf a person baptised 


1 “Oray ovy dxovenc rept rov évog Yiov rag évayriag gwrvac, 
Karaddhhuc péptle raic pucect rd Neyopevu. “Av péya ri cat 
Geiov, ry Oelg duce xpoovépwy? Gy O€ ri puxpdy Kai dyOpwrevoy, 
ty dvOpwxivy NoyiZopevoc. Otrw ydp kal rd réy gwrev dovp- 
guvoy drageviy, txdornc & xépuxe Sexopévnc gicewc. Expos. 
Fid. de rect. confess. in Oper. Justin. Mart. p. 299. 

* Dictus est quidem Magni Concilii Angelus, id est, Nunctus : 
officii, non nature, vocabulo. Tertull. de carn. Christ. § 10. 
Oper. p. 32. 
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gut of the Church can put on Christ, and yet not 
receive the Spirit: then the sent will be greater than 
the sender '. ) | 

Christ, says Novatian, is God: but yet so God, 
that he is the Son, not the Father.—If Christ were 
only a man, how doth he say: that The Comforter 
would take, from what was Christ's, the thengs which 
he was about to communicate? For netther doth 
the Comforter receive any thing from man ; inas- 
much as the Comforter giveth knowledge to man: 
nor doth the Comforter receive future things from 
man ; inasmuch as the Comforter instructeth man 
respecting future things. Therefore the Comforter 
either did not receive from the man Christ, what he 
should communicate ; since man can give nothing to 
the Comforter, from whom man himself ought to re- 
ceive: and thus, on such a supposition, Christ, in 
the present place, misleads and deceives us, when he 
says; that, from himself, a man, the Comforter 
would receive what he should communicate. Or else 
he doth not deceive us ; as indeed he decewes us not : 
and then, on this more fitting supposition, what the 
Comforter should communicate, the Comforter did 
himself receive from Christ. But, if the Comforter 


1 Qui potest, apud hzereticos baptizatus, Christum induere ; 
multo magis potest Spiritum Sanctum, quem Christus misit, 
accipere. Ceeterum major erit mittente qui missus est, ut in- 
cipiat foris baptizatus Christum quidem induisse, sed Spiritum 
Sanctum non potuisse percipere. Cyprian. Epist. lxxiv. Oper. 


vol. ii. p. 213. 
a. 
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eceiwwed from Christ what he should communicate : 
hen, since the Comforter would not have recewed 
rom Christ, unless he had been inferior to Christ ; 
t ss plain, that Christ ts greater than the Com- 
orter. Now this inferiority of the Comforter to 
vkrest demonstrates Christ to be God, even on this 
weeise ground: namely, that The Comforter re- 
eived from Christ what he communicates. Thus 
he circumstance, that The Comforter, being inferior 
o Christ, receives from Christ what he delivers to 
thers, may be a good testimony of the divinity of 
christ. Whereas, if Christ were only a man, the 
phole matter would be directly inverted. For, in 
hat case, Christ would, from the Comforter, receive 
shat he should say: not the Comforter himself re- 
ewe, from Christ, what he should communicate '. 


* Deus est ergo (scil. Christus): Deus autem sic, ut Filius 
it, non Pater.—Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo Para- 
letum dicit de suo esse sumpturum, que nunciaturus sit (Jo- 
ian. xvi. 14.)? Neque enim Paracletus ab homine quicquam 
ecipit, sed homini scientiam Paracletus porrigit: nec futura 
b homine Paracletus discit, sed de futuris hominem Paracletus 
astruit. Ergo, autem, non accepit Paracletus a Christo homine, 
(aod nunciet; quoniam Paracleto homo nihil poterit dare a 
[uo ipse homo debet accipere: et fallit in preesenti loco Chris- 
us et decipit; quum, Paracletum a se homine accepturum que 
uneciet, dicit. Aut non nos fallit ; sicut nec fallit: et accepit 
*aracletus a Christo, que nunciet. Sed, si a Christo accepit 
[use nunciet ; major ergo jam Paracleto Christus est : quoniam 
ec Paracletus a Christo acciperet, nisi minor Christo esset. 
Winor autem Christo Paracletus, Christum etiam Deum esse, 


7 


246 THE APOSTOLICITY [Boox 11. 


If, in Isaiah, says Origen, our Lord declares 
himself to have been sent by the Father and his 
Spirit: we must urge, respecting the Spirit who 
sent Christ; that the Saviour differs not from him 
in nature, but that he becomes inferior to him on 
account of the economy of the inhumanttation of 
the Son of God. Now, should any one be offended 
at my assertion; that The Saviour, having taken 
human nature upon him, is made inferior to the 
Holy Ghost: I would bring against him the de- 
claration of St. Paul to the Hebrews; that Jesus 
was made less than the angels on account of hes suf- 
fering death.— When the Father, therefore, as the 
leading principle, sends the Son; the Holy Ghost 
also jointly sends him: promising, that tn due time 
he would descend upon the Son of God and would 
coéperate with him tn the salvation of mankind '. 


hoc ipso probat ; a quo accepit, quee nunciat : ut testimonium 
Christi divinitatis grande sit; dum, minor Christo Paracletus 
repertus, ab illo sumit, que ceeteris tradit. Quandoquidem, si 
homo tantummodo Christus: a Paracleto Christus acciperet, 
quee diceret ; non a Christo Paracletus acciperet, quee nunciaret. 
Novat, de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 621. 

1 Ei dé xara roy "Hoatay gnoiy 6 Kiptoc hpaey vxo rov Tarpoc 
dweard\ Oat xai rov Tvevparoc abrov, tort cai éevravOa repi rod 
drooreiAavrog roy Xpioroy Ivetparoc drodoyijcacbat, ovy o¢ 
gvcet Ccagépovroc, dAAG cea Thy yevouévny oixovoplay rijg Evay- 
Opwrijcews rov Yiov rov Geov, élarrwOtvrog wap’ avro Tov awrif- 
poc. Ei dé év rovrpy mpooxoxre ry A€yery HrarraoOa wapa ro 
“Aytoy IIvetpa roy awrijpa évavOpwaxijcayra’ rpocaxréoy. abroy, 
dxo rey év ry xpoc ESpalovc Aeyomevwy extoroAn, kai ayyédwr 


mm, 


CHAP. IX. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 247 


5. The three last of these passages, that from 
Cyprian and that from Novatian and that from 
Origen, deserve jointly our peculiar attention. 

(1.) As Cyprian and Novatian argue, for the 
temporary official inferiority of the Spirit to the 
Son; on the ground, that the Spirit is sent by the 
Son, and that the Spirit receives from the Son 
what he is about to communicate: so Origen con- 
versely argues, for the temporary official inferiority 
of the Son to the Spirit ; on the ground, that the 
Son is sent by the Spirit no less than by the 
Father. 

Nothing shews more strongly the sentiments of 
the primitive Church in regard to EQUALITY under 
one aspect and INFERIORITY under another aspect, 
than this apparent discrepance of arrangement. 

In nature,as Origen remarks, the Son differs not 
- from the Spirit : but in the economy of office, when 
the Spirit jointly with the Father sends the Son, 
then the Son is inferior officially to the Spirit; 
while, on the other hand, when the Son sends the 
Spirit from the Father, then the Spirit is inferior 
Officially to the Son. 

(2.) Yet, from this very circumstance of official 


thdrrova, dia ro raOnpa rov Oavarov, axogyvapévoy rov Mabou 
yeyovévat roy Incotvy.—Tov Iarpoc w¢ fyryoupévov arooré\ovrog 
rov Yiov, cvvawooréAXet cal cupxpoxépre ro “Aywoy Ivedpa aq 
roy, éy xaipg Uxtcxvoupervoy KaraBijvat mpd¢g Tov Yiov rov Ocov 
cal ovvepyijoa ry ray dyvOpwxwy owrnplg. Orig. Comment. in 
Johan. tom. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 57, 58. 
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inferiority, when the Spirit stands thus economi- 
cally related to the Son, Novatian deduces a very 
clear and very ingenious argument in proof of of the 
Son’s divinity. 

' His reasoning, as I have given it above in 1 his 
own words, may be briefly stated in manner. fol- 
lowing. 

_ The Holy Ghost receives from Christ the things 
of Christ, and communicates them to mankind. 
But this act of ministerial reception demonstrates 
the inferiority of the Holy Ghost to Christ. Now 
the Holy Ghost is very God, proceeding from. the 
essence of the Father. Therefore Christ, who in 
office is superior to the Holy Ghost, must himself, 
a fortiori, be very God. 

(3.) With respect to the text in Isaiah com- 
mented upon by Origen, it is a curious circum- 
stance: that, as there is an ambiguity both in the 
Hebrew and in the Greek, so this learned Father, 
while he notes the fact, annexes, in two different 
places of his Works, two different senses to the 
passage. 

In his Commentary on the Gospel of St. John, 
he understands the eternal Son to say: The Lord 
Jehovah and his Spirit hath sent me’. 

But, in his Treatise against Celsus, he under- 
stands him to say: The Lord Jehovah hath sent me 
and his Spirit’. 

1 Orig. Comment. in Johan. tom. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 57. 

? Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 35. 


—, 
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Yet, however the passage be rendered, Origen 
views it, as a clear. and illustrious attestation, from 
the ancient Hebrew Scriptures, to the doctrine of 
the Holy Trinity. 

II. Passages, such as those which I have now 
adduced, although to any person even moderately 
versed in Theology, their meaning is most abund- 
antly evident, have, nevertheless, taught the His- _ 
torian of The Corruptions of Christianity: that 
The doctrine of the early Fathers does not at all 
accord with the idea of the perfect equality of all 
the persons in the Trinity; and that The advances 
to the present doctrine of the Trinity were slow and 
gradual, 

The anonymous Barrister, likewise, on the 
strength (I suppose) of these same or of some 
other similar passages, confident in the decision 
of his precursor, has positively asserted: that The 
Trinsty of the more ancient christian writers, as 
declared by themselves (of which he can produce very 
clear and satisfactory proofs from their own com- 
positions ), consisted of three unequal persons, among 
whom the Father was supreme. 

In the judgment, then, of the Historian and the 
Barrister, the Trinity of the ancient Church was 
something ESSENTIALLY DIFFERENT from the Trinity 
of the more modern Church. For the Trinity of 
the ancient Church, as set forth by the early ec- 
clesiastical writers, consisted of three UNEQUAL per- 
sons, among whom the Father is supREME. But 
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the slowly perfected Trinity of the more modem 
Church, which Trinity (as Dr. Priestley assures 
us) accupied some centuries before it was com- 
pletely formed, consists of three persons PERFECTLY 
EQUAL IN ALL RESPECTs, among whom the Father 
possesses NO SUPREMACY. 

1. Such is the matter, deliberately propounded 
as a FACT, both by one who claims to be an His- 
torian, and by a writer whose very profession itself 
might have rendered him jealously careful in the 
sifting of evidence. | 

In what volumes these two authors have studied 
modern Trinitarianism, I shall not undertake to 
determine. But this, at least, I may safely assert: 
that The pretended discrepance, which makes so for- 
midable an appearance in the researches of the two 
snvestigators, exists solely in their own partial and 
defective and indeed grossly inaccurate representa- 
tions both of the ancients and of the moderns. 

The early ecclesiastics held a Trinity, the per- 
sons of which were UNEQUAL in gradation and 
office, but EQUAL in nature and substance. 

Modern Catholics hold a Trinity, the persons 
of which are EQUAL in nature and substance, but 
UNEQUAL in gradation and office. 

The early ecclesiastics taught the supREMACy of 
the Father in gradation and office: but maintained 
his EQUALITY to the Son and the Spirit, in regard 
to time and nature. 

. Modern Catholics maintain his Equa.ity to the 
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Son and the Spirit, in regard to time and nature: 
but, along with it, they teach his suPREMACY in 
gradation and office. 

' This, I believe, is the sole amount of the for- 
midable discrepancy, which Dr. Priestley.and the 
Barrister have discovered, between ancient Trini- 
tarians and modern Trinitarians. 

2. We have now heard the decisions of the 
ancients, in regard to the true scriptural doctrine 
of the nature of the Godhead. 

Let us next hear the declarations of those 
moderns, who, among .us Anglican Catholics, are 
justly venerated as fathers. . 

We may then, by a comparison of the former 
with the latter, securely judge, whether there be 
any ground for the assertion: that The Trinity of 
the present day differs essentially from the Trinity 
of the early ages: inasmuch as the modern Trinity 
contains three persons in all respects EQUAL, no one 
of which is SUPREME; while the ancient Trinity con- 
tained three wholly UNEQUAL persons, among whom 
SUPREMACY was ascribed to the Father. 

(1.) I shall begin with stating the scheme of 
doctrine, propounded, under the avowed aspect of 
its perfect identity with the primitive scheme, by 
the eminently learned Bishop Pearson. 

We may safely observe : that, in the very name of 
FATHER, there is something of eminence, which ts not 
én that of the Son. And some kind of priority we 
must ascribe unto him, whom we call THE FIRST; tn 
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respect of him, whom we term THE SECOND, person. 
And, as we cannot but ascribe st: 80 must we endea- 
vour to preserve tt. 

Now that privilege or priority conststeth not tn 
this ; that THE ESSENCE OR ATTRIBUTES OF THE ONE 
ARE GREATER THAN THE ESSENCE OR ATTRIBUTES OF 
THE OTHER: but only in this; that THE FATHER 
HATH THAT ESSENCE OF HIMSELF; THE SON, BY COM- 
MUNICATION FROM THE FATHER. 

Whence he acknowledgeth: that He is from him; 
that He liveth by him; that The Father gave 
him to have life in himself. And he generally re- 
ferreth all things to him, as received from him. 

Wherefore, in this sense, some of the ancients have 
not stuck to interpret those words, The Father is 
greater than I, of Christ, as the Son of God, as the 
second person in the blessed Trinity: but still with a 
reference, not unto his essence, but unto his genera- 
tion; by which he ts understood to have his being 
from the Father, who only hath it tin himself, and 
who is the original of all power and essence tn the 
Son. 1 can of mine own self do nothing, saith 
our Saviour ; because he is not of himself: and, who- 
soever receives his being, must receive his power, from 
another ; especially where the essence and the power 
are undeniably the same, as tn God they are.— 

We must not, therefore, so far involve ourselves in 
the darkness of this mystery, as to deny the glory 
which rs clearly due unto the Father: whose preémi- 
nence undeniably consisteth in this: that HE IS GOD, 
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NOT OF ANY OTHER, BUT OF HIMSELF; and that THERE 
IS NO OTHER PERSON WHO IS GOD, BUT IS GOD OF HIM. 

It ts no diminution of the Son to say: that we 18 
PROM ANOTHER. For his very name imports as much. 
But it were a diminution of the Father so to speak of 
hem: and there must be some preeminence, where 
there +s place for derogation. 

What the Father is, he is from none: what the 
Son is, he ts from the Father. What the first is, he 
giveth: what the second is, he recetveth. 

The first is a Father, indeed, by reason of his Son: 
but he ts not God by reason of him. Whereas the 
Son is not only so, in regard to the Father: but he 
1s also God, by reason of the same. 

Upon this preéminence, as I conceive, may safely 
be grounded the congruity of the divine mission. We 
often read: that Christ was sENT. Whence he bears 
the name of AN APOSTLE himself: as well as those, 
whom he therefore named so ; because, as the Father 
sent hem, so sent he them. The Holy Ghost also is 
said to be sENT, sometimes by the Father, sometimes 
by the Son. But we never read, that the Father was 
sent at all: there being an authority in that name, 
which seems inconsistent with this misston.— 
| The dignity of the Father will yet further appear, 
from the onveR of the persons in the blessed Trinity : 
of which he is undoubtedly the first. For, although, 
in some passages of the apostolical discourses, the 
Son may first be named :—yet,.where the three per- 
sons are burely enumerated and delivered unto us as 
the rule of faith, there that order is observed which 
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ts proper to them ;—which order hath been per- 
petuated in all confessions of faith, and ts for ever 
inviolably to be observed.— 

Now this priority doth properly and naturally 
result from the divine paternity: so that the Son 
must necessarily be second unto the Father, from 
whom he receiveth his origination; and the Holy 
Ghost unto the Son. 

Neither can we be thought to want a sufficient 
foundation for this priority of the first person of the 
Trinity, if we look upon the numerous testimonies of 
the ancient Doctors of the Church: who have not 
stuck to call the Father, the onicin, the Cause, the 
AUTHOR, the root, the FOUNTAIN, and the HEAD, of 
the Son or the whole Divinity. 

For, by these titles, tt appeareth clearly: first, 
that they made a considerable difference, between the 
person of the Father of whom are all things, and 
the person of the Son by whom are all things: and, 
secondly, that the difference consisteth properly in 
this ; that, As the branch is from the root and the 
river from the fountain, and as by their origination 
from them they receive that being which they 
have; whereas the root receiveth nothing from 
the branch, or the fountain from the river: so the 
Son is from the Father, receiving his subsistence 
by generation from him; but the Father is not 
from the Son, as being what he is from none’. 

(2.) Exactly the same tenets are maintained by 


" Pearson on the Creed, art. i. vol. i. p. 59—68. Oxon. 
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Dr. Waterland, in his Commentary on the Atha- 
nasian Creed. 

When tt ts said, NONE IS AFORE OR AFTER OTHER; 
we are not to understand it of order. For. the 
Father ts first: the Son, second: the Holy Ghost 
third in order. Netther are we to understand it of 
office. For the Father 1s supreme in office: while 
the Son and the Holy Ghost condescend to inferior 
offices. But we are to understand it, as the Creed 
itself explains it, of duration and dignity’. 

(3.) The same system of doctrine is equally 
maintained by Bishop Bull: who, in stating the 
tenets of the ancients, avowedly makes them his 
own by adoption. 

That decree of the Nicene Council, in which it is 
defined that THE SON OF GOD IS GOD FROM GoD, the 
catholic Doctors, who wrote either before or after 
the Council, have confirmed by their approbation. 
For they unantmously taught: that The divine 
nature and perfections appertain to the Father 
and to the Son, not collaterally or codrdinately, 
but contrariwise subordinately. To wit: that The 
Son, indeed, has a common nature with the 
Father, but communicated from the Father. So 
that the Father alone has that divine nature from 
himself or from no other: but the Son, from the 
Father. Whence the Father is the fountain and 
origin and principle of the divinity which ts in the 
Son. 

» Waterland on the Athan. Creed, p. 144. 
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| The catholic Doctors, both antenicene and post- 
nicene, unanimously defined: that GOD THE FATHER, 
EVEN IN RESPECT TO DIVINITY, I8 GREATER THAN THE 
son. That is to say, not greater in nature or t% 
any essential perfection, which might be sn the Fa- 
ther though not in the Son: but greater solely 
authority or in origination ; since the Son is from 
the Father, and not the Father from the Son. 

This doctrine, concerning THE SUBORDINATION OF 
THE SON TO THE FATHER AS TO HIS OWN PROPER ORI- 
GIN AND PRINCIPLE, the ancient Doctors thought to 
be very useful and altogether necessary to be known 
and believed: because, agreeably to such a system, 
the divinity of the Son may be strenuously asserted ; 
while yet the unity and the divine monarchy of the 
Godhead may be strictly preserved. For, though 
the title and the nature be common to two, namely 
to the Father and to the Son of God: yet, since the 
one is the principle of the other whence that other is 
propagated, and that by interior not exterior pro- 
duction ; the result 1s, that God may justly be pro- 
nounced one. The same system was, by the ancients, 
deemed alike applicable to the divinity of the Holy 
Spirit *. : 

3. Such, in all ages, has been the faith of the 
Catholic Church: such it was formerly; and such 
it still continues to be tz the present day. For the 
attestation both of its truth and of its immuta- 


* Bull. Defens. Fid. Nic. sect. iv. c.1. § 1. c. 2. § 1. ce. 4. § 1. 
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bility, the modern Trinitarian, with the Works 
of Pearson and of Bull and of Waterland in his 
hands, appeals to the doctrinal statements of the 
early ecclesiastical writers : for he is perfectly con- 
scious, that, between his tenets and thetr tenets, 
there exists no discrepancy. 

IIL. Though much has already been said, for 
the purpose of rectifying the gross misrepresenta- 
tions of the Antitrinitarian School of Theology: 
it will be necessary, yet again, to attend upon the 
steps of the very remarkable Historian of the Cor- 
ruptions of Christianity. 

We find, upon all occasions, says Dr. Priestley: 
that the early christian writers speak of the Father 
as superior to the Son: and, in general, they give 
kim the istle of cop, as distinguished from the 
Son: and sometimes they expressly call him, ex- 
clusively of the Son, THE ONLY TRUE GOD ; @ phrase- 
ology, which does not at all accord with the idea 
of the perfect equalty of all the persons in the 
Trinity. 

1. In what manner the early ecclesiastical wri- 
ters represent the Father as superior to the Son, 
and in what sense they held the persons of the 
Holy Trinity to be equal, and again under what 
agpect they likewise deemed them unequal; mat- 
ters, wherein they exactly accord with the modern 
Trinitarian, though Dr. Priestley and the Barrister 
sedulously announce their discovery of an ima- 
ginary discrepance : I have now explained with as 
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much brevity, as the nature of the subject would 
admit. 

Under the hands of Dr. Priestley, however, it 
seems, that our ancient church-literature is a mine 
absolutely inexhaustible. He finds, that the early 
christian writers give the title of cop to the Father, 
as distinguished from the Son: and he observes, 
that sometimes, even exclusively of the Son, they 
expressly call him THE ONLY TRUE Gop. 

These are certainly discoveries, alike novel and 
important and unexpected. 

That the ancient ecclesiastics often style the 
Father both cop and THE ONLY TRUE GOD, is indis- 
putable: and it were special wonder, if they re- 
fused to him such titles; for these are the very 
appellations bestowed upon the Father in Holy 
Writ itself. All this, I admit, is quite clear and 
incontrovertible. But, for the alleged fact, that 
they so bestowed the titles in question, either 
contradistinctively from the Son or exclusively of 
the Son, in order thereby to intimate their belief 
that The Son is nor very God: for this alleged 
fact, I find no proof, save Dr. Priestley’s own as- 
sumptively gratuitous interpretation of their Ian- 
guage. | 

(1.) His allegation, that the ancients in general 
style the Father cop contradistinctwely from the 
Son, the historian, if I rightly understand him, 
would rest on the circumstance: that the Trinity 
is sometimes propounded by them, as consisting 
7 





CHAP. IX. ] OF TRINITARIANISM. 259 


of cop and The Son and The Spirit. Whenee, I 
suppose, he would demand our assent to the in- 
ference: that the writers, who thus propounded 
the Trinity, wished us to exclude the Son and the 
Spirit from all participation of deity. 

Nothing can be more vain than such an infer- 
ence. As I wish not to weary the inquirer with a 
multiplication of proofs, I shall content myself 
with shewing its utter futility from nothing more 
than the two early cases of Justin Martyr and 
Tertullian. 

Both those writers enumerate the three persons 
of the Trinity, as being cop and The Son and The 
Spirit '. 

But do they, therefore, deny the divinity of the 
Son: the inference, which Dr. Priestley would 
have us draw from their phraseology? 

Truly, the merest dabbler in their compositions 
will scarcely hazard such a crude assertion ’. 


2 See Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 43, 47. Tertull. adv. Prax. 
§7. Oper. p. 410. 

? On the principle laid down by Dr. Priestley, it is unfor- 
tunate, that he did not communicate his sentiments, respecting 
the enumeration of the persons in the Trinity by Justin’s con- 
temporary Athenagoras. 

I, This very ancient writer styles the Father gop and the Son 
ceop: while yet he omits giving the same appellation of gop to 
the Holy Spirit. 

Agyovrag Oeoy Marépa, cai Yioy Oeov, cal vevpa “Aywr. 
Athen. Legat. § x. Oper. p. 40. 

Therefore, if Dr. Priestley’s system of inductive reasoning 

s 2 
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The real pritciple of the phraséology, from 
which Dr. Priestley has learned that the ancients 


be just, we taust Gonthude: that Athenxgotas ssii@aintd Whe 
divinity of the Son, no less than he maintained the divinity of 
the Father; ‘but that he denied the divinity of the Hoty Ghost. 

II. Dr. Priestley, indeed, though not precisely on the strength 
of this passage, asserts, as I remember: that The doctrine of 
the personality of the Holy Ghost was unknown, until the tine, 
‘and after the time, of the first Nicene Oouncil. 

The utter futility of such an ‘assertion will readily be per- 
ceived by those, who are in any measure conversant with the 
writings of the Antenicene Fathers. 

To demonstrate its falsehood, I shall not crowd my margin 
with authorities: three, I apprehend, will be quite sufficient. 

1. Irenéus repeatedly styles the Son and the Spirit the two 
hands, by which the Father created man: and he asserts 3 ‘that 
the Father spake to these two hands, when he said, Let us mabe 
man after our image and likeness. Tren. adv. her. lib. iv. in 
preefat. p. 282. lib. iv. c. 37. p. 266. lib. v. c. 8, 14. p. $22, 
836, 3387. See the originals cited above, append. i. numb. 1, 
text 1. 

Now the personality of the Son was indisputably maintained 
by Irenéus: as, indeed, no one ever dreamed of denying his 
personality. 

Therefore, since he homogeneously styles the Son and the 
Spirit the rwo hands of the Father, the plain analogy of lan- 
guage requires'us to conclude: that he also held the personality 
of the Spirit. 

2. With Irenéus agrees Origen. For he, distinctly and even 
‘verbally, asserts : ‘that The Father and the Son and ‘the Holy 
Ghost are three hypostases or personal.subsistenees. 

‘Hycic pévrocye rpeig veocrdcec weOduevor twyyever, roy 
Ilarépa xai roy Yiov cal rd"Aytoy Hvetpa. Oriz.'Coniment. in 
Johan. tom. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 56. 

8. The 
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styled the Father con contradistsactively from the 

They rightly taught, that the Father alone is 
God of himself and the original fountain of Deity’ ; 
while both the Son and the Spint are eéerzally 
derived from the substance of the Father : for, had 
they taught otherwise, they would have fallen into 
direct Tritheism. Hence, in enumerating the 
three persons of the Trinity, they were wont, pre- 


éminently, though not costradistiactively, to bestow 
the appellation of cop upon the Father ’. 


In such phraseology, however, they meant not 


8. The same doctrine is taught by Origen’s contemporary, 
Dionysius of Alexandria. For, in a professed statement of the 
three persons of the Trinity, be introduces Christ, as describing 
himself coéternal with the Lord the Spirit. 

"Eye 6 ivywécrarog del Sy Xpuoroc, 6 toog rg Iarpl cara ro 
drapddXaxroy ric trocrdcewc, Gy ovvatiwe cai ry Kvpiy Iveb- 
part. Dion. Alex. adv. Paul. Samosat. quzst. iv. Oper. p. 232. 

In this striking passage, the term Lord is clearly a personal 
appellation : nor could such a title have ever been given to the 
Spirit by one, who either denied or had never heard of the 
Spirit’s personality. 

I may add: that the passage, occurring, as it does occur, 
in a professedly controversial Work, against one, who, in op- 
position to the whole Catholic Church, rejected the doctrine of 
the Trinity ; the inevitable conclusion is, that Dionysius was pro- 
pounding, not merely his own private sentiments, but a fami- 
liarly recognised dogma of the entire Church Catholic. 

1 AbrdQeog and Inyy Oeérnroc. 

2 See Bp. Pearson on the Creed, art. i. vol. i. p. 64, 65, with 
the dependent notes and authorities. 
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to distinguish the Son from the Father, with re- 
spect to the point of deity. The fancied contra- 
distinction, on ¢his point, exists only in the gloss 
of Dr. Priestley : it is utterly irreconcileable with 
the express statements of the early ecclesiastical 
writers themselves. 

(2.) But Dr. Priestley further asserts: that the 
ancients sometimes expressly call the Father rae 
ONLY TRUE GoD exclusively of the Son. 

With respect to the simple fact, that, adopting 
the words of Christ himself, they sometimes call 
the Father THE ONLY TRUE GoD: that fact, as we 
may readily suppose, is indisputable ’. 

But, with respect to the alleged circumstance of 
their so styling him exclusively of the Son: the 
mode, in which they quoted and understood the 
language of our Lord when he thus denominated 
his heavenly Father, actually conveys an idea, 
precisely the reverse of that gratuitously suggested 
by Dr. Priestley. 

Gop, when written with the article, says Origen, 
imports HIM WHO IS GOD OF HIMSELF Of GOD THE 
FATHER. Wherefore also our Saviour, in his prayer 
to the Father, says: That they may know thee THE 
ONLY TRUE GoD. But every thing, that, beside um 
WHO IS GOD OF HIMSELF, becomes God by a participa- 
tion of his divinity, is not Gov written with the article 
OF GOD OF HIMSELF : but may more properly be called 


' John xvii. 3. 
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GoD simply, or Gop as wriften without the article ; 
that ts to say, GOD, in the sense of GOD EMAXATISG 
FRoM GoD. Wherefore, ke who was born before all 
creation, tnasmuch as he was first tm regard to kis 
being with God, having from God's divinity derived 
divinity to himself, is more honourable than those 
others who beside him are styled gods, of whom God 
7s the God: as it ts said; The Lord, the God of 
gods, hath spoken '. 


* AbrdBeoe 6 Ocde éort® Asowep cai 6 Yurap gqeiy iy ry xpec 
roy Llarépa ebyy* “Iva ywreocusi et rov pévoy adxiiver Océr. 
Hla» dé ro, rapa ro AbréGeor, peroyy ric Extivow Océryroc Ocores- 
obpevov, ovy 6 Oedc, ddr\a Gece cupusrepoy ary eyoiro. “Me 
wayteg 6 xpwrérocog waenc Kristwe, Gre xpwsrog Ty Tpec Tor 
Ozor elvaz, oxacac ric Oeorgroc tic iavror, Ere ripusripor Tec 
Aotxoig xap’ abvroy Gevic, oy & Oto Oede éort’ cara ro Aeyoperor 
Ozd¢ Oewy Kiptoc EXddgoe. Orig. Comment. m Joban. tom. i. 
Oper. vol. ii. p. 46, 47. 

I. It may here be proper to remark : that I am no way con- 
cerned with the abstract propriety or impropriety of the primi- 
tive explanations of our Lord’s phraseology. I adduce them 
purely in evidence with respect to an alleged vact. 

Dr. Priestley says: that The early ecclesiastical writers call 
the Father, excicstve.y of the Son, THE ONLY TRUE GOD. 

Now the primitive explanations, which I adduce, be their 
abstract merits what they may, distinctly shew: that The as- 
sertion of the Historian ts A POSITIVE FALSEHOOD. 

It is for this sole purpose, and for no other, that such ex- 
planations are adduced: and I conceive them to be perfectly 
effectual. 

If. As for the explanation given by Origen, it is strictly 
catholic in its purport and object. For it proceeds upon the 
sound principle: that, By his own special prerogative, God the 
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Uf Christ were only a mere man, reasons Nove- 
tian, why did he deliver to us such a rute of fasth as 
this, wherein he says: This is lfe eternal, that they 
should know thee THE ONLY TRUE GOD and Jesut 


Father is alone the Airé@soc or the Inyh Oedrnrog; while the 
Son and the Spirit are severally God, by emanative participation 
en the deity of the unoriginated Father. 

1. This will equally be the case, whatever becomes of the criti- 
cism upon the arthrous term 6 Oed¢ and the anarthrous term Ged. 

I have already had occasion to notice it, when pointing oat 
the strange blunder into which Dr. Priestley and other writers 
of his School have fallen respecting the purport of the present 
passage and its context (See above, book it. chap. 4. § 1. note): 
I may now add, that its merits have certainly been overlooked 
by others of the early ecclesiastical writers. For Justin and 
Melito and Dionysius of Alexandria all concur in styling Christ 
6 Geog or God with the article: though they all maintained ; 
that the Son emanates from the substance of the Father, as 
light emanates from the substance of light ; and, consequently, 
that, in point of nature, the Son is true God from true God. 

Xptordc db Oedc. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 266. 

"O Gedc wéxovOey txd deltae "Iopandiridoc. Melit. Fragment. 
apud Anastas. Hodeg. in Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. i. p. 116. 

‘O dy tm rdvrwrv Ged, Kiptog 6 Oede "Iopana, "Inovtc 6 Xpro- 
rég. ‘Dion. Alex. Oper. p. 248. 

2. But the most curious part of the matter remains yet to 
be told. 

In the best of his Works, Origen himself, in despite of his 
own criticism the first hint of which he appears to have taken 
from his master Clement (See Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. iti. Oper. 
p. 460), actually styles the Son rov Geo» or God with the article 
prefixed. 

‘Oc ebOedpyrov rov Ozoy roy Yiov exeper. Orig. cont. Gels. 
lib. vi. p. 323. 
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Christ whom thou hast sent? Why spake he thas, 
if he wished not that he himself alse should be 
deemed God? Why did he add, And Jesus Christ 
whom thou hast sent; unless he wished kis own devi- 
nity also to be acknowledged? Fer, had he meant 
to say that he was not God, he would have added, 
And THE MAN Jesus Christ whom thou hast sext. 
But now he has nesther made this addition, nor has 
he described hemself to us asa mere man. On the 
contrary, he has jotned himself to God, as wishing 
by this conjunction to be deemed God: for such in- 
deed he is. We must therefore, according to the 
prescribed rule, believe, in the Lord THE ONLY TRUE 
Gop, and consequently in Jesus Christ whom he hath 
sent. For, as we have said, Christ would never have 
jowned himself to the Father, unless he had wished 
also to be understood as God’. 


? Si homo tantummodo Christus, quare ezedendi nobis talens 
regalam posuit, quo diceret: Hac eat autem vila aterna, ut 
sciant te unum et verum Deum, et quem misisti Jesum Christum 7 
Si nohuisset se etiam Deum intelligi, cur addidu ; Lt quem misisté 
Jesum Christum ; nisi quomtam et Deum accipi voluit? Quo- 
niars, si se Deum nollet intelligi, addidisset: Et quem misisti 
HomiInsm Jesum Christum. Nunc antem neque addidit, nee se 
hominem nobis tantummodo Christus tradidit : sed Deo junxit ; 
ut et Deum per hanc conjunctionem, sicut est, intelligi vellet. 
‘Ret ergo credendum, secundum prescriptam regulam, in Domi- 
num unum verum Deum, et in eum quem misit Jesam Chris- 
tum comsequenter : qui se nequaquam Patri, ut diximus, janxis- 
set, msi Deum quoque intelligi vellet. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. 
Tertull. p. 621, 622. 


I subjoin 
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We are not worshippers of stones which possess 
no sense, sayS Melito, but of THE ONLY GoD who is 
before all things and above all things: and we are 
Likewise worshippers of his Christ, truly, before the 
worlds, God the Word’. 

In addition to these early writers, it were easy 
to cite Gregory Nazianzen and Athanasius and 
Epiphanius and Hilary: the'three first of whom 
consider our Lord’s expression to be used, as inti- 
mating nothing more, than that the Father is the 


I subjoin, what Novatian evidently gives, as the true rational2 
‘of our Lord's phraseology. 

Est ergo Deus Pater omnium institutor et creator, solus origi- 
nem nesciens, invisibilis, immensus, immortalis, seternus, unes 
Deus.—Ex quo, quando ipse voluit, Sermo Filius natus est.— 
Hic ergo, cum sit genitus a Patre, semprr est in Patre. Semper 
autem sic dico, ut non innatum, sed natum, probem. Sed, qui 
ante omne tempus est, sEMPER in Patre fuisse dicendus est. 
Nec enim tempus illi assignari potest, qui ante tempus est. 
Semper enim in Patre, ne Pater non sEMPER sit Pater.—Nam, 
cum id sit principium cseteris quod innatum, Deus solus Pater 
est qui extra originem est. Ex quo hic est qui natus est : dum, 
qui ex illo nascitur, merito ex eo venit qui originem non habet ; 
principium probans illud esse ex quo ipse est, etiamsi Deus est 
qui natus est. Unum tamen Deum ostendit: quem hic, qui 
natus est, esse sine origine comprobavit. Est ergo Deus: sed 
in hoc ipsum genitus, ut esset Deus. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. 
Tertull. p. 633, 634. 

1 Obie gopevy AlOwy obdepiay aicOnow tydvrev Oepawevral, 
d)dAd pdvov Geod rov xpd xdyrwy cal éwl wdyrwy’ Kai gre rov 
Xprorov abrov, dyrwo Oeod Adyou xpo aiwrwy, éopty Opnoxevrai. 
Melit. Apol. in Chron. Pasch. ad a.p. 164, 165. apud Routh. 
Rel. Sacr. vol. i. p. 112. 
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only true God, to the exclusion merely of the 
multitude of false gods, not to the exclusion of 
the Son and the Holy Ghost; while the last pro- 
nounces, that, in the use of the expression, Christ 
did not mean to separate himself from the verity 
of the Godhead’. But I am willing to confine 
myself, as Dr. Priestley (I conclude), from the 
nature of his argument, wished that his oppo- 
nents should be confined, to the antenicene writers 


alone. 

Now, by these, as the text, containing the ex- 
pression THE ONLY TRUE GOD, is sometimes ezx- 
plained: so, at other times, as by Cyprian for 
instance, it is merely quoted without any explana- 


reader may judge for himself, how far the Postnicenes, any more 
than the Antenicenes, support the alleged historical racr of 
Dr. Priestley; that The carly christian writers were wont, Ex- 
cLusivELY of the Son, to call the Father THE ONLY TRUE GoD: 
I subjoin gratuitously the explanation given by Hilary. 

Debitus Patri a Filio honor redditur, cum dicit: Te solum 
verum Deum. Non tamen se Filius a Dei veritate secernit, cum 
adjungit: Et quem misists Jesum Christum. 

Non habet intervallum confessio credentium : quia, in utro- 
que, spes vite est. Nec Deus verus ab eo deficit, qui in con- 
junctione succedit. 

Cum, ergo, dicitur; Ut cognoscant te solum verum Deum et 
quem misisti Jesum Christum: sub hac significatione, id est, M1T- 
TENTIs et Missi, non Patris et Filii veritas et divinitas sub aliqua 
aut significationis aut dilationis diversitate discernitur ; sed ad 
GIGNENTIS et GENITI confessionem fides religionis instruitur. 
Hilar. de Trin. lib. it. § 14. Oper. p. 815. 
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tion’. But, whether formally explamed or whether 
simply quoted, so far at least as my reading and 
memory extend, it is NEVER, as I understand Dr. 
Priestley to allege, quoted for the purpose of 
scripturally shewing: that Zhe Father, ExcLu- 
SIVELY of the Son, is called THE ONLY TRUE GOD} 
ory, in other words, that Zhe Father is so called 
THE ONLY TRUE GOD, as to tnstemate that the Sonu is 
nor truly God. On the contrary, as we have 
seen, both Origen and Novatian and Melito ad- 
duce the expression, in avowed union with a dis- 
tinct statement: that Christ is truly God the 
Word ; that he is not a mere man; but that he és 
God also as well as the Father, though (as the Ca- 
tholic Church has ever held) God begotten of the 
Father before all worlds, or (as Origen speaks) 
God by a derivation of deity from him who alone 
is the fountain of deity or God of himself. 

2. Thus interpreted the ancients: yet, respect- 
ing their plan of interpretation, thus speaks a 
modern ecclesiastical historian. 

We find, upon all occasions, that the early christ- 
tan writers speak of the Father as supertor to the 
Son: and, in general, they give him the title of con, 
a DISTINGUISHED from the Son ; and sometimes they 
expressly call him, exciusiveLy of the Son, THE 


1 Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 1. Oper. vol. i. p. $1. Cyprian. 
de Orat. Domin. p. 151. Cyprian. de Exhort. Martyr. § 2. 
p- 172. Cyprian. ad Demet. p. 195. Cyprian. Epist. lxxiii. 
Oper. vol. ii. p. 205. 
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ONLY TRUE God: a phrasselogy, whick docs sot at 
ail accord with the idea of the perfect equalty of 
ail the persons tn the Trinity. 

To convey a distinct mnpression of the amount 
of Dr. Priestiey's historical accuracy, this naked 
repetition of bis own statement is, 1 conceive, 
amply sufficient. 

With tbo much reason, as Bishop Horsley ob- 
serves, Mr. Badcock complained: that ox. prizesr- 
LEY WROTE FOR THE UNLEARNED '. 

The ground of such a complaint will readily be 
understood. 

When an historian is strictly and conscien- 
tiously correct ; to write for the unlearned is praise- 
worthy, rather than blameable. 

But, when, through an mtemperate desire ef 
promoting some fnvourite object, an historian is 
incorrect.: nothing, susely, can be more mischier- 
dus; for, by sach practices, te hundreds and to 
thousands, who possess not the means of detect- 
ing his inaccuracy, the very fountams of truth 
itself are miserably poisoned. 

On the authority of Dr. Priestley, many per- 
sons, it can scarcely be doubted, of this descrip- 
tion, who have rashly adopted the Antitrinitarian 
System as the indisputable System of the primi- 
tive Church ere it was corrupted by Justin and 
Irenéus and Tertullian, believe, with the full as- 


* Bp. Horsley’s Letters to Dr. Priestley, lett. x. p. 184, 
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surance of implicit credulity: that Zhe early eccle- 
siastical writers, when as yet the infant doctrine of 
the Trinity had not attained tts present gigantic sta- 
ture, habitually denomsnate the Father THE ONLY 
TRUE GOD, for the express and avowed purpose of 
MARKING THEIR DISBELIEF IN THE PROPER DIVINITY OF 
THE SON. | 

Such, if words possess any force and distinct- 
ness, is the idea clearly and necessarily inculcated 
by the statement, which, for the information of 
the less learned, Dr. Priestley has thought it ex- 
pedient to propound. 

According to his own estimate of the duties of 
a faithful historian; whose business is, not to 
decide upon the abstract propriety or impropriety 
of theological expositions, but honestly to set 
forth simple Facts as he finds them recorded: he 
conceives himself to be fully warranted in assert- 
ing the specific circumstance; that Zhe early 
christian writers sometimes expressly call the Father, 
EXCLUSIVELY of the Son, THE ONLY TRUE GOD. 


CHAPTER X. 


RESPECTING THE ALLEGATION, THAT THE ANTENICENE 
FATHERS, IN THE COURSE OF ONLY A GRADUAL COR- 
RUPTION, DID NOT ASCRIBE PROPER DIVINITY TO 
THE SON. 


In his History of Early Opinions, Dr. Priestley 
devotes one chapter of his Work to the doctrine 
of the Antenicene Writers and another chapter to 
the doctrine of the Postnicene Writers. 

The object of the former chapter is to prove; 
that All the Antenicene Writers held the doctrine 
of THE SON'S INFERIORITY TO THE FATHER: the ob- 
ject of the latter chapter is to shew; that <All the 
Postnicene Writers held the opposite doctrine of THE 
SON'S EQUALITY TO THE FATHER. 

If we ask, how these two widely different ob- 
jects are to be accomplished: it may be replied ; 
that, on the strictly eclectic plan of investigation 
adopted by Dr. Priestley, nothing is more easy. 

From the Antenicene Writers, let no passages 
be quoted, save only those which treat of the Son’s 
acknowledged inferiority to the Father, in the 
three respects of emanative gradation and ecu- 
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menical office and hypostatical inhumanitation ; 
while, from the Postnicene Writers, let no pas- 
sages be quoted, save only those which treat of 
the Son’s perfect equality to the Father, in regard 
to substance or essence or substratum or proper 
divine nature: and, doubtless, to the full satisfac- 
tion of those who never inquire for themselves, 
the business will be happily accomplished *. 

The speculation of Mr. Lindsey, though not 
formally supported by the apparatus of select evi- 
dence, is similar to that of Dr. Priestley. 

He teaches us: that The Fathers of the three 
Jirst centuries, and with them the whole body af 
Christians until the tune of the first Nicene Counca, 
were generally what he calls untTaRIANS. And, by 
this term, he explains himself to mean: either 
strict Humanitarians, who altogether denied the 
godhead of Christ, and who pronounced him to be 
@ mere man; or religionists, who, according to the 
theory which was afterward denominated Arian- 
¢sm, conceded to him.a sort of secondary godhead, 
by admitting that he was the greatest and earliest 
of all created beings, and by maintaining that 
through him the Deity subsequently created the 
entire Universe’. 


' Priestley’s Hist. of Early Opin. book ii. chap. 4, 10. 

? Lindsey's Apol. p. 23, 24. I have already noticed the sin- 
gular phraseology of Mr. Lindsey, where he teaches us: that 
Aut Christian People, for woward of three hundred years after 
Christ till the Council of Nice, were GENERALLY Unilarians. 
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By these statements, the matter is obviously 
brought to a mere question of HISTORICAL FACT. 

Dr. Priestley and Mr. Lindsey assert: that 
None of the Antenicene Writers acknowledged THE 
PROPER DIVINITY of Christ. 

Such being the case, nothing more ts requisite, 
than simply to hear the precise declarations of 
those very Writers themselves. 

I. It will not, I presume, be controverted ; that 
Jehovah, the God of Abraham and Isaac and Ja- 
cob, is, in the strictest and highest sense of the 
word, THE TRUE GoD: for, assuredly, we shall find 
it impossible to deny his proper divinity, without 
running counter to the very plainest language of 
Holy Scriptare. 

See above, book ii. chap. 6. note in init. His meaning I suppose 
to be: that xoneg of the Antenicene Christians acknowledged 
the proper divinity of Christ ; that they arr, without excep- 
tion, deemed him a mere creature ; and that they were UNIvER- 
SALLY ignorant of the doctrine of the Trinity, which was the 
original invention of the first Council of Nice. Whether he 
wished to qualify this large assertion by the use of the word 
GENERALLY, I will not undertake positively to determine. If 
suck were his intention, the doctrines of Christ’s godhead and 
the Trinity must clearly have existed before the session of the 
Council of Nice, and therefore could not have been the invention 
of that Council: which yet I understand Mr. Lindsey to as- 
sert. But, whatever may be his precise meaning, he assures 
us; that, upon inquiry, it will be found undeniably true: and, 
for the better promotion of sound historical knowledge, he deems 
it absolutely necessary that the less learned should be told ; that 
ALL Antenicene Christians were GENERALLY Unitarians. 

VOL. II. T 
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Neither yet, I presume, will it be controverted : 
that the Antenicene Fathers well knew the real 
character of the sEHovan of the Patriarchal and 
Levitical Churches; and that they could not 
doubt, whether proper essential divinity ought to 
be ascribed to that ineffably glorious Subsistence. 

1. Under these circumstances, if the Ante- 
nicene Fathers pronounced Christ, to be the Lord 
of Hosts, and to be the God of Abraham and 
Isaac and Jacob: they must plainly have ascribed 
to him proper essential divinity. 

Nor, so far as I can judge, since the God of 
Abraham and Isaac and Jacob is always denomi- 
nated JEHOVAH, is it possible to evade this con- 
clusion, save by a flat denial that the seHovan of 
the Patriarchal and Levitical Churches is very and 
eternal God. 

Now, of Justin Martyr, and of Irenéus, and of 
Tertullian, and of Novatian, and of Hippolytus, 
and of Theophilus of Antioch, and of Clement of 
Alexandria, and of Cyprian, and of Dionysius of 
Alexandria, it is the constant and unvarying lan- 
guage: that Christ, as the Son or Word of God, 
is the Lord of hosts and the God of Abraham and 
Isaac and Jacob; who, under the character of 
JEHOVAH sent by JEHOVAH (as Zechariah speaks), 
conversed with Adam and Noah and Abraham and 
Isaac and Jacob, confounded the rebellious build- 
ers of Babel, rained down fire from JEHOVAH out 


of heaven upon Sodom and Gomorrha, talked with 
rf 
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Moses from the bush, accompanied the Israelites 
in the pillar of fire, and in short was the Being 
who appeared under a human form to the Patri- 
archs and whom the Patriarchs always worshipped 
a8 THE SUPREME DIVINITY '. 

1 Kar’ éxeivo yap rov xatpov dre Mwoijc exedeboOyn xareX\Ooy 
ale Atyunroy ilayayety rov ixet Aaoy réy Iopandtréy, rorpal- 
voyroc abrov év ry 'AppafBixy yn xpoBara rov mpoc pnrpoc Oelov, 
éy ldéq wupdc éx Barov rpoowpldAncey air@ 6 iérepoc Xprordc.— 
Kai eixer* "Eye cipe 6°Qv, Oedc 'ABpaap, Oede "Ioaax, Oedc "las 
cu, 6 Oedc ray rarépwy cov. Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 74, 75. 

Ta vir d€ ovyyephoec poe xpwroy Exiuynobqvat dyxep ov- 
Aopar wpognreay, cic Exldeckiy, Gre ai Cede xal Kipwoc roy dv- 
vayewy & Xproréc. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p.197. 

“Ort yap ‘Inootc fv, 5 Mwoei xal rg ’ABpadp cal roic &dAotc 
dxdGe warpedpyate gavele Kal duidhoac, ry rov Tarpoc OeAfhpare 
banperoy, dréceda® 5¢ cal dvOpwrog yevynDijvar dtd rij¢ rap- 
Oévov Mapiac AGe, cal eoriv del, gps. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. 
Oper. p. 266. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 214, 248, 278—280. 

Vere igitur cum Pater sit Dominus, et Filius vere sit Domi- 
nus, merito Spiritus Sanctus pomin1 appellatione signavit eos. 
Et iterum, in eversione Sodomitarum, Scriptura ait: Et pluit 
pouinus super Sodomam et Gomorrham ignem et sulphur a 
pomino de ceelo. Filium enim hic significat, qui et Abrabe 
conloquautus sit, et a Patre accepisse potestatem ad judicandum 
Sodomitas propter iniquitatem eorum. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 6. 

St enim crederetis Moyst, crederetis et mihi: de me enim 
ille scripsit. Scilicet quod inseminatus est ubique in Scripturis 
ejus Filius Dei, aliquando quidem cum Abraham loquens, ali- 
quando cum eodem comesurus, aliquando autem Sodomitis in- 
dacens judicium : et rursus cum videtur et in viam dirigit Ja- 
eob, et de rubo loquitur cum Moyse. Et non est numerum 
dicere, in quibus a Moyse ostenditur Filius Dei. Iren. adv. 
heer. lib. iv. c. 28. 

T2 
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Nor was this language any way peculiar to a 
few innovating speculatists merely, who delighted 
to expatiate in wild unauthorised phantasies. 


Propter hoc Judeei excesserunt a Deo, Verbum Dei non re- 
cipientes ; sed putantes, per seipsum Patrem, sine Verbo, id 
est sine Filio, posse cognoscere Deum : nescientes eum, qui in 
figura loquutus est humana ad Abraham et Aaron, et ad Moy- 
sem dicentem ; Videns vidi vexationem poruli met tn AE gypto, 
et descendi liberare eos. Hic enim Filius, qui et Verbum Dei. 
Tren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 17. 

Verbum ait de rubo ad Moysem: Ego autem scio, quoniam 
non dimittet vos Pharao rex Agypts abire, nisi cum manu valida. 
Iren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 48. 

Filius itaque est, qui ab initio turrim superbissimam elidens 
linguasque disperdens, orbem totum aquarum violentia puniens, 
pluens super Sodomam et Gomorrham ignem et sulphurem 
Deus a Deo. Ipse enim et ad humana semper colloquia de- 
scendit, ab Adam usque ad patriarchas et prophetas :—et Deus 
in terris cum hominibus conversari non alius, quam Sermo qui 
caro erat futurus. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 11. Oper. p. 417. 

Quid si idem Moyses ubique introducit Deum Patrem,— 
omnia continentem et cuncta complexum, ut merito nec de- 
scendat nec ascendat :—et tamen nihilominus introducit Deum 
descendentem ad turrem quam eedificabant filii hominum, con- 
siderare queerentem, et dicentem; Venite, et mox descendamus 
et confundamus illic tpsorum linguas. Quem volunt hic Deum 
descendisse ad turrem illam? Deum Patrem?—Neque ergo 
Pater descendit.—Superest ergo, ut ille descenderit, de quo 
Apostolus Paulus; Qui descendit, ipse est qui ascendit super 
omnes ceelos, ut tmpleret omnia: hoc est Dei Filius, Dei Ver- 
bum. Verbum autem Dei caro factum est, et habitavit in nobis : 
hic erit Christus. Deus ergo pronunciabitur Christus. Ecce 
jdem Moyses refert alio in loco, quod Abrahze visus sit Deus. 
' Atquin idem Moyses audit a Deo, quod nemo hominum Deum 
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Both m and before the time of Tertulhan, the 
doctrine, conveyed by it, was the avowed doctrine 


videat, et vvat. Si videri non potest Deus, quomodo visus est 
Deus ?—Non utique Seriptera mentitur. Ergo vere visus est 
nunquam visus est: sed Filius, qui et descendere solitus est, et 
videri quod descenderit. Novat. de Trin. m Oper. Tertull. 
p- 62S, 624. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 624—628. 

Képsoc cé rev Cvvagewry 6 Yidc, S¢ o8 rexocgcey dpapriap. 
Hippol. Comment. in Gen. Oper. vol. ii. p. 24. 

Thy ce cevrépay rhy Cut rey xpogqréy oc Cid row YapowsA 
dvaxahwy, cai txvorpégwy ror Naor dro rec CowXziac Twy aAXo- 
gidwr? rhy Cé rpirny, Ev § Evoapcoc xapHy Tov Ex Tic rapOErow 
dvOpwroyv dvahafeyv. Hippol. Fragm. in 1 Sam. i. Oper. vol. i. 
p. 267. 

*Avahapfarwy ro xpoowxoy row Larpoc cai Kupiov réy Sdwr, 
wapeylyvero ig roy wapacecooy Ey Kpocery rov Oeov, cal opirec 
rp "Acap. Theoph. Antioch. ad Autol. lib. ii. c. 22. p. 365. 

"O Cé hptrepoc xalaywydc, &ywc Oedc Inoovc, 6 xdone rifc 
dyvOpwxdrnrog caOryepwy Acyoc’ avroc 6 gidarOpwroc Oede tore 
wacaywyéc. Adyet Cé xov, Cea ric Peijc, ro TMvevpa ro“Aywyr 
tic abréy* Abrdpxnoe rov Naor éy ry épipy’ Kupioc povoc Wyey 
abrovc, xal oi hy per’ abrwy Bed ddAcrpwc. Lage, olpat, rov 
radaywyor éxveixvurac f) ypagi, ry dywyiy abrov duyyoupeérn. 
Hadtw dé, Sxov Néyn Sta rov ldlov xpocwrov, Eavroy dpodoyet 
watcaywyov "Eys Kupwe 6 Sede aov, 6 éLayaywyr ce éx yijic Al- 
yixrov. Tie ody ixe eoveiay rov dyeww ciow re Kal Ew 3 Ovdxi 
& wackaywyéc 3 Otroc S$0n re "APpaap, cal elxey airy’ "Eye 
cipe 6 Oedc cov, evapéorer Eviexedy pov.—Tow ce "laxaB évapyéo- 
rara wadaywyoc elvat paiverac’ Aéyet your abry’ *Idov éyw 
pera cov, cragurdcowy oe ev ry Ody doy, ov av ropevOnc.— 
Tory d& cal ovpradaiey déyerat. ‘YreeipOn éé, gnocy, “lana 
povoc’ Kal éxddatey per’ avrov dvOpwroc, 6 ratoaywyoc, pexpe 


xpwt.—'O Adyog iy 6 ddeixrne apa rp laxw/> cal racdaywydc¢ 
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of the Church Catholic. For, in an ancient sym- 
bol preserved by that Father, one of the articles 
is: that The Word or the Son of God, who after- 
ward hecame incarnate from the Virgin Mary, vart- 
ously appeared to the Patriarchs '. | 
But the person, who thus variously appeared to 
the Patriarchs, always styled himself senovau : 


ric dvOpwxdrnroc.—IIAjv ddA 6 "lax& éxddece ro Gyopa row 
rérou éxeivov, Eldog Qeov’ Eldoy yap, gnow, Gedy xpéowxor 
Tpoc mpdownor’ cai éowOn pov fy Wuyi. Lpdowxor dé rov Geov 
6 Adyos, § gwrilerar 6 Gedg cal yvwpiferar, Tére xai Iopaga 
éxwvdpaorat, Gre elde roy Gedy row Kupwr. Otrde éorw 6 Oeog, 
6 Adyog, 6 radaywyéc.—Airog your obrog xal rov Mwoda ce 
ddoxe nadaywyeiv’ Aéyer yap 6 Kipeoc’ Etrec hpaprnxey evdmidy 
pov, éLadelgw abroy éx ric BiBAov pou’ vuvi dé BddcJe, wal 6d4- 
ynooy rov Nady rovroy eic roy roxoy by elxdy cor. "EvravOa oc- 
daoxandc Eort rawaywylag cal ydp hy we dAnOwc, dca per Mo- 
vtwe, Tawaywydc 6 Kupwg rou Aaov rov wadawi* dt? abrov dé, 
rou véov xaOnyeuwy aod, tpdowxoy mpo¢ mpdowrxoy. Clem. 
Alex. Peedag. lib. i. c.7. Oper. p. 109, 110, 111. 

Quod Deus Christus. In Genesi: Dixit autem Deus ad 
Jacob: Exsurge, et ascende in locum Bethel, et habita illic, et 
fac illic altare Deo qui tibt apparuit cum fugeres a facie E saw 
fratris tui. Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 6. Oper. vol. i. 
p. 34. 

"AXN’, avacrac ry rplry tpepg, 6 Oeoc rovIopayrA 6 Kupwoc 
rove dacwapévrac gxoddunoey év taurg vady G&ywr. Dionys. 
Alex. adv. Paul. Samosat. quest. iii. Oper. p. 221. 

"Egurevoay wriov at xeipec rov Oeov "lopanaA, dc éoriy "Inaove. 
Dionys. Alex. adv. Paul. Samosat. queest. iv. Oper. p. 227. 

* Id Verbum Filius ejus appellatum: ejus in nomine Dei 
varié visum patriarchis. Symbol. vetust. apud Tertull. de pree- 
script. adv. her. Oper. p. 100. 
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and, under that specific character of Tux saxF- 
EXISTERT, always received divine adoration. 

Therefore, a profession of belief, that The Som 
variously appeared to the Patriarchs, ts equivalent 
to a profession of belief: that The Som is sxnOVAN ; 
or that Christ possesses true and proper dscinity. 

2. It will, of course, be observed, agreeably to 
the fixed plan of the present discussion : that the 
question before us is not, Whether such an opinion 
be well founded or ill founded. 

At present, we have nothing to do, with the 
abstract truth, or with the abstract falsehood, of 
an opiné 

We are solely concerned with AN HISTORICAL 
FACT. 

Now the common assertios of Dr. Pnestley 
and Mr. Lindsey is: that None of the Antenicene 
Fathers ascribed to Christ proper and essential 
divinity. 

But the racr is: that, Whether abstractedly 
right or abstractedly wrong in thetr optnion, the 
Antenicene Fathers believed Christ, by virtue of his 
being the second person of the Trinity incarnate 
from the Virgin Mary, to be the sEHovAH of the 
Patriarchal and Levitical Churches ; who was the 
God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, and who in 
old times variously appeared to the Patriarchs. 

Such being the case, we may, if we please, 
think the Antenicenes quite mistaken in their 
opinion: but still the naked HisTORICAL FACT, that 
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They held such an opinion, will obviously remain 
altogether unaffected by any estimate of their 
theology. 

_ IE. Dr. Priestley, however, teaches us: that, 
Respecting the nature of Christ, the true point or 
touchstone of difference, between the Antenicenes 
and the Postnicenes, 1s the doctrine of CONSUBSTAN- 
TIALITY. 

If the Father and the Son be consussTaNnrIAL, 
they clearly, he admits, must be PHYSICALLY OR 
ESSENTIALLY EQUAL. 

On the basis, therefore, of cONSUBSTANTIALITY, he 
argues, rests THE ESSENTIAL OR PHYSICAL EQUALITY 
of the Father and the Son. 

Now, both the phrase and the tenet of consus- 
STANTIALITY commenced, he asserts, with the first 
Council of Nice. 

Hence, provided his assertion be accurate, the 
obvious and indeed necessary consequence is : that 
The Postnicenes held the consuBSTANTIALITY of the 
Father and the Son, and therefore held also ther 
ESSENTIAL OR PHYSICAL EQUALITY ; while The Ante- 
nicenes denied their CONSUBSTANTIALITY, and there- 
fore dented their’ ESSENTIAL OR PHYSICAL EQUALITY 
also. 

Such, when reduced into few words, is the vital 
principle of all Dr. Priestley’s long discussion '. 


* Yet, by a singular sort of fatality, even the basis of this 
very argument the perpetually stumbling historian is unable to 


a’ down with accuracy. 
By 


CHAP. xX. CPOTERINIT-Ri. 0: 7: 
To this principle, thereiore, TieWeo 2s rescuing 
upon AN ALLEGED HISTORICAL Facy, it will now 


By all the postuicene writers (1 give lus own precise words), 
the Son was pronounced to be oy THz sauz scusrauct with the 
Father, and THEREFORE cqual to kom m ali respects. 

Where did Dr. Priestley find ang postniceme writes mam- 
taining the equality of the Son to the Farber m 12 respects, 
a3 THE NECESSARY RESULY of thesr coxstpeTasriaizry ° 

The diligent peruser of the old ecclestamics will readdy be- 
lieve, that the Historian has produced no eutheriy to that pus- 
pose: and I consider it not as the least ixpeacienest of Dr. 
Priestley’s reading, if I venture to sar, that such am authority 
came not within its extent. 

In truth, the assertion of the primeval doctrme of coxses- 
STANTIALITY led the Postnicenes, like ther predecessors the 
Antenicenes, to maintam, not The cquality of the Son to the 
Father tm att respects, but The equality of the Sen to the 
Father tn nature and duration ox ty. 

They taught, as the Antenicenes had tanght before them: 
that, In the Holy Trinity, there is an emanatice gradation and 
an official economy. 

Tuxrerore they likewise taught: that, Jn poent of order and 
office and inhumanitation, the Son is nol racat, bet invERion 
to the Father. 

Yet, with a most harmonious disregard both of historical 
fact and of conclusive reasoning, does the strangely inaccurate 
author now before us make 4 equalily m ALL respects to be 
THE NECESSARY cONSEQUEXcE of the doctrine of Consubstantiality. 

He has evidently taken up the same crude notion in regard to 
the doctrine held by modern Trinitarians: for he talks, as we 
have seen, of the phraseology of the early Christian Writers not 
at all according with the idea of tHE PERFECT EquALITY Of all 
the persons in the Trinity. Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 3. 
Works, vol. v. p. 36. 

Verily 
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be proper that we should carefully direct our 
attention. 

By the confession of Dr. Priestley himself: They, 
who hold the CoNSUBSTANTIALITY of the Father and 
the Son, tnevitably hold also the PHYSICAL OR ESSEN- 
TIAL EQUALITY of the Father and the Son. 

Therefore, as he fully admits: They, who hold 
the CONSUBSTANTIALITY, and thence also the PHYSICAL 
OR ESSENTIAL EQUALITY, of the Father and the Son, 
attribute to the Son, by a necessary consequence, 
REAL AND PROPER DIVINITY. 

So stands the criterion, as propounded by Dr. 
Priestley’s own proper hand. 

Hence we have simply to inquire into the truth 
of THE ALLEGED HISTORICAL FACT: that The Ante- 
nicene Writers unanimously dented, and tn reality 
were altogether unacquainted with, the postnicene 
doctrine of the Son's CONSUBSTANTIALITY with the 
Father. 

1. From the circumstance of the first Nicene 
Council having, for the purpose of frustrating the 


Verily it were strange, if their phraseology did accord with 
a speculation, which, at no time, either past or present, either 
antenicene or postnicene, was ever entertained by the Church 
Catholic. 

Where did Dr. Priestley ever find a well instructed Trini- 
tarian, holding THE PERFECT EQUALITY, or (as he otherwise ex- 
presses it) THE EQUALITY IN ALL RESPECTS, of the three persons 
in the Trinity ? ) 

Never, surely, did a theologian betray such a complete /gno- 
ratio Elenchi. 

Mic. entieteedn 
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evasions of the Arians, introduced into their Creed 
the word consuBSTANTIAL'; Dr. Priestley, with his 
characteristic rapidity of decision, and without the 
labour of any further examination, has evidently 
taken it for granted, both that the word consus- 
STANTIAL itself was first employed, and that the 
mvolved doctrine of CONSUBSTANTIALITY was first 
mtroduced, by that grievously innovating Synod. 

Yet, had the historian submitted to the trouble 
of reading the Epistle of Athanasius, respecting 
the Decrees of the first Nicene Council against the 
heresy of Arius; a production, assuredly, of no 
very portentous magnitude: he would have there 
found an express statement; that the Fathers of 
that great Assembly did not snvent either the term 
or the doctrine, but that they received both the 
one and the other from yet older theologians their 
ecclesiastical predecessors ’. 


1 Gr. époovews. 

? Oi péy oby évy rg Nexalg ovvehOorrec, ravrny txovrec riy 
d&dyocay, rovabrac cai rag Acleg (scil. ovoia et cpoovawc) iypa- 
War Gre de oby Eavroig xAdoarrec Exevonoay ravrac, éxedy Kal 
rovro xpopacilovrat, GX’ Gvwbey xapa rey xpo abréy xapada- 
Bévrec eiphxacs, pépe kai rovro Cudéybwpey. Athan. Epist. de 
Synod. Nic. cont. hzr. Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 420. 

See also Athan. Epist. ad Afric. Oper. vol. i. p. 721, 723, 
724: where he adduces the similar testimony of Eusebius. Kail 
Toy Tadtawy rivac Noyioug Kai Exiparticg éxioxdxove Kai ovyypa- 
péac Eyveper, éxi ric rov Tarpoc cat Yiov Oedrnroc, rg Tov épo- 
ovowv xpnoapévove dOvopate. 

The same testimony of Eusebius to the antenicene use of 
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Of these predecessors, giving their own precise 
words in proof of his assertion, Athanasius men- 
tions Theognostus and Dionysius of Alexandria’. 
He also, to the same effect, mentions the labour- 
loving Origen : and, though the passages which he 
cites from that author contain not the precise 
word Usia, but (so far as the first-cited passage is 
concerned) only the word Hypostasis which by 
the earlier writers is used in the sense of Substance 
as well as in the sense of Person ; yet his accuracy, 


the word épuoovews, is adduced also by Theodoret. Hist. Eccles. 
lib. i. c. 8. p. 29. 

1 Oedyrworog péy, dvip Adytoc, ob Tapyrnearo ro Ex Trigg obolag 
ciweiy’ ypagwy yap repi Yiov, év rp devrépy rey “Yxorunéceuy, 
ovTwe eipnKer. 

Oix lwhév rig Eoriv EpevpeOeioa f) row Yiov ovcia, obde ex py 
dvrwy éreconyxOn’ dddAd Ex rij¢ rov Ilarpog obclac Epu’ de, Tov 
duro, TO drabyacpa’ we, doarog, atpic. Ore yap rd drav- 
yaopa, ovre i} drpic, aro ro Udwp Eoriv, i) avrog 6 HAtog* ovUre dA- 
Adrptov. "AAG drdppoa rij¢ rov Tlarpo¢ ovciac’ ob peptopov 
bropetvaone rij¢ rou Tlarpo¢ ovolac. ‘Oe yap pévwy O fro¢ 6 
avrog ob petovrat Taic éxyeopevate Um’ abrov avyaic, ovTes ovde F 
ovola rov [arpo¢g d\doiwoww drépever, cixdva Eavrijc Exovea roy 
Yidy. 

Acovvarog dé, 6 yevopevog Erioxomog ric "ANetavdpelac,—ewecdn 
vrevonOn we xolnua Kai yevnroy Aéywy Tov Yiov, Kal ui) Gpoovoroy 
t@ Ilarpl, ypagee mpog ror éuwvupoy atrge Awviowy roy éxiexe- 
tov ‘Pwunc, drodoyoupevog ovxogavriay elyac ravrny Kar’ avrod. 
Mire yap ronroy eipyxévat roy Yiov, ad\Ad Kal dpoovotoy abrov 
Oporoyetv, ceBeBawoaro, “Exet dé atrod 7 Aékic ob rwe.— 

Ov roinpa obde Kriopa 0 Tov Oeov Adyoc’ dAda tdtoy rife row 
Ilarpog ovciac yévynua détaiperdy éortv. Athan. Epist. Oper. 
vol. i. p. 420, 421. | 
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not only in regard to the doctrine of Consubstan- 
tiality, but even in regard to the very word Usia 
itself, is fully confirmed by the yet existing Works 
of the learned Catechist '. 

To these may be added Tertullian and Justin 
and Novatian and Irenéus: all of whom in so many 
words maintain, that The susstrance of God the 
Son ts identical with the susstaxce of God the 
Father *. 


* Wepi 8 rot didiwe cuveivat rov Adyor rp Marpi, cai py éré- 
pac obaiag, ddd rifc rov Larpoc técov abroy elvar, &¢ eipfxaccy 
ot éy ry ovrddg, éléctw xadty tude axovoat cal xapa rov gudo- 
wovov “Bipcyévovc. Athan. Epist. Oper. vol. i. p. 423. 

Ei d¢ xal cipa Ovnroy cal Wuynhy dvOpexiyny dvadaBwr, d 
dBavarog Gedg Adyor Coxei rp Kédoy ddXarreobat cai peraddar- 
reoOae’ parbavérw, dre 6 Adyoc, rq oboig pévwry Adyoc, obcey perv 
wacxe Oy wdoxe TO copa i} h uy ovyxaraBalver a éoO Gre 
Ty ph Svvapevy abrov pappapvyac cal riy Aapxpérnra ric Bed- 
rnroc BNéwety, oiovel capt yiverat, owparues Aadovpevoc. Orig. 
cont. Cels. lib. iv. p. 170. 

Communionem substantiz esse Filio cum Patre. Orig. Com- 
ment. in Epist. ad Hebr. Oper. vol. iv. p. 697. Edit. Benedict. 
Paris. 1733. 

? Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum. Tres autem, non 
statu, sed gradu ; nec substantia, sed forma ; nec potestate, sed 
specie: unius autem substantic, et unius status, et unius po- 
testatis: quia unus Deus, ex quo et gradus isti et forme et 
species, in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, deputantur. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 2. Oper. p. 406. 

Ego et Pater unum sumus : ad substantiz unitatem, non ad 
numeri singularitatem. Ibid. § 15. p. 425. 

Due substantie censeanwur in Christo Jesu, divina et humana. 
Ibid. § 17. p. 429. 
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Nor, in truth, was either the term or the doc- 
trine any way peculiar to a few mere individuals: 
though, of those individuals, quite sufficient have 
been adduced to shew, in opposition to the crude 
phantasy of Dr. Priestley ; that Both the word con- 
SUBSTANTIAL and the involved doctrine of CONSUB- 


Thy dbvapey ravrny yeyervijoat aro rov Tarpoc, dvvdper cal 
BovAy abrov, dN’ ov Kara droropy, dc dropeptLopéwne rife row 
Hlarpd¢ ovciag, dxota ra G\Aa xdyra peplopeva cal reprdpeva 
ob rd abra éorw & cal xpiv runOjvat’ Kai, rapacdelyparoe yapey, 
wapedAfgeayv ra we dro wupdc dvarrdpeva xupd Erepa dpeper, 
ovdey EXarroupevou éxelvou ef ov dvagOivat wodAa Svvayrat, ddA 
rabrov pévoyroc. Kat vir eic dxddekty rovrov épd. “Oray dEyy, 
"EBpete Kiptoc xp rapa Kupiov éx rov otpavut* dbo oyrac dpib- 
He pnvbve 6 Adyoc. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 281. 

Sermo Filius—in substantia prolate a Deo virtutis agnosci- 
tur. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 683. 

Unus Deus ostenditur verus et aternus Pater, a quo solo 
heec vis divinitatis emissa, etiam in Filium tradita et directa 
rursum per substantize communionem, ad Patrem revolvitur. 
Ibid. p. 684, 

Hee autem scripta sunt, ut credatis, quoniam Jesus est 
Christus Filius Dei: providens has blasphemas regulas, que 
dividunt Dominum, quantum ex ipsis attinet, ex altera et altera 
substantia dicentes eum factum. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 18. 
p. 204. 

Diligenter igitur significavit Spiritus Sanctus, per ea que 
dicta sunt, generationem ejus que ex virgine, et substantiam 
quoniam Deus: Emanuel enim nomen hoc significat. Ibid. 
lib. iii. c. 26. p. 217. 

Neque ab altero Deo dicere prophetas, nisi a Patre ejus; 
neque ab aliqua alia substantia, sed ab uno et eodem Patre. 
Ibid. lib, iv. c. 70. p. 301. 
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STANTIALITY were familuar to the Cherch Catholic 
long before the days of the first Nicene Council. 
The very remarkable Ecthesis of the Council 
of Antioch, which, in the year 269 or fifty six 
years anterior. to the Council of Nice, sat to con- 
demn the heresy of Paul of Samosata, still remains 
to demonstrate, if any further demonstration were 
necessary, the gross inaccuracy of the historian 
in asserting: that Zhe Antenicene Writers were 
ignorant of the doctrine of the Son’s CONSUBSTAN- 
TIALITY with the Father; and that The occurrence 
of suck doctrine will be found exclusively in the 
later productions of the Postnicene Writers. Under 
almost every conceivable turn of phraseology, this 
Ecthesis, again and again, distinctly and speci- 
fically, asserts: that Zhe Son, in respect to his 
human nature, 1s OF THE SAME SUBSTANCE with man ; 
while, in respect to his divine nature, he 1s OF THE 
SAME SUBSTANCE with God '. 


* “Oporoyotper roy Kopsow huey ‘Inoowy Xpeorov, rov ix row 
[larpog xara xvevpa xpo aisrvey yevryabivru, ix toyarey Tey 
jpeper tx xapBévov xard capca reyOérra, ty xpdowxov ovrberov 
éx Gedryroc obpavioy cai arbpwxelacg capxéc’ «ai, cao GrOperxog, 
zy cal Sdov Ocor, cal Grov GrOpwxor’ Gov Oeov cai pera row 
owparoc, dAX’ obyi cabo capa Oedr” cai Sov dvOpwxoy pera rijc 
Gedrnrog, dA’ ovyi card THy Oeornra dyOpwxor obrws Ghov xpoe- 
kvyyroy cal pera rov oeparoc, GX’ obyi xara TO cwpa xpooKy- 
yyréy* Shov xpooxvvovrra kai pera ric Oedrynrog, GN’ oby! Kara 
riv Océryra xpoccvvovvra’ Sdov Gcrioroy cai pera rov obparoc, 
GN’ ovyi card To oSpa Gxricroy* Gdov xdacTov Kal pera rijc Oed~ 
rqroc, GAN’ ob) cara riy Oedrnra xAaordr* Gdov Gpoovowr Gey cal 
pera TOU cwparog, MAN ovyi cara TO cepa cpoovorory TY Oey’ Gomep 
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2. As the very term CONSUBSTANTIAL 1s used, 
and as the involved doctrine of CONSUBSTANTIALITY 
is directly asserted, by the Antenicene Writers: 
so their favourite mode of illustration removes all 
doubt, in regard to their real sentiments on the 
subject. 

(1.) For the purpose of shewing and explaining 
the mutual physical relation of the three persons 
in the Trinity, they perpetually employ the several 
images of A FQUNTAIN and A TREE and THE SUN. 

When thgf first of these illustrative images is 
used : the F&ther is exemplified by the Fountain ; 
the Son, by the River proceeding from the Foun- 
tain; and the Spirit, by a Runlet or Stream issu- 
ing ultimately from the Fountain through the pri- 
mary intervention of the River. 

When the second of them is used: the Father 
is exemplified by the Root of the Tree; the Son, 
by the Trunk ; and the Spirit, by the Fruit. 


ovde xara rv Oedrnra dvOpwrote éoriy dpoovctog, kalrot ye pera rijc 
Gedrnroc Sy Kard cdpKka opoovowsg ipiv’ Kai yap, Gray éywper 
avroy Kara xvevpa eg dpoovoroy, ob Néyopey Kara rvedpa dvOpe- 
wow Gpoovowy’ Kal wadty, ray enpvooopev abroy kara odpxa ay- 
Opwxotc Gpoovoroy, ov knpvocopey abroy Kara capKa dpoovawy Oey’ 
donep yap kard rvevpa Hpty obx Early dpoovowg, éredh Oey eort 
Kard ToUTO Gpoovaws, oUTWE OVE Kata otipKa éorl Oey Spoovaros, 
éxecd) ty eore kara rovro Gpoovotog’ Gowep 6€ ravra dchpOpwrat 
Kal cecaghrvcorat, ovK ic dtaipecty Tov Evdg Npoowxo Tov décat- 
pérov, GAN’ ele dtjAwory rou dovyxuUrou Toy idtwparwy Tig capKos 
cal rov Adyou, otrw cal ra rijg adcaipérov cuvbécewc xpeoevo- 
pey. Ecthes. Antioch. apud Concil. Ephes. par. iii. c. 6. Labb. 
Concil. vol. iii. p. 979. See below, append. ii. numb, 1. 


ee 





CHAP. X. ] OF TRINITARIANISM. 289 


When the third of them is used: the Father is 
exemplified by the Solar Fire; the Son, by a Ray 
emanating from it; and the Spirit, by the Apex 
of the Ray. 

Such are the illustrative images, employed, with 
singular uniformity, by the successive Antenicene 
Writers, Justin, Athenagoras, Theognostus, Ter- 
tullian, Hippolytus, Origen, Dionysius of Alex- 
andria, and Lactantius: and, since, from genera- 
tion to generation, they have thus been regularly 
transmitted as the ordinary common places of 
Theology; we cannot reasonably doubt, that they 
exhibit the unvarying sense of the Catholic Church 


from the very beginning '. 


* Mapripwy de cai GdXo iyir, Jb gido, tony, xo Ter ypapey 
dé0w, Gre dpyny xpd xarrey Ter cruoparer 6 Otog yeytvynce 
dvvaply reva éf Eavrov NoyiucHy, Free cat Acta Kopiov ire row 
Hvebparoc rov “Ayiov cadzirat, rore Cé Yiog, wort Ct Logia, rare 
de” Ayyedoc, wort dé Geog, wore Cé Kupwoe cai Adéyor.— Oxvior 
éxi xupoc Opmper GAXo ytvdpevoy, ovc EXaTroupevon éxeivan tt ob 
¥ dvaycc yéyover’ ddXa row avrov pévovroc, xai ro tk abrov dy- 
apGer, cai abro dy gaiverat, ovx éXarrecay ixcivo ti ov drhghn. 
Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 221. 

“Arparoy é€ cai dydpcoroy rov Marpog ravrny ray civapur 
“‘bwapyecy, Syxep rpdxoy ro row ilov guct gag éxi yijc elvac, 
drpyroy xai dywpuwroy, byrog rou Hriov ty re obpavg. Justin. 
Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 280. 

Kail roc cai aro ro évepyour roic txpwvove xpognrimac “Aytoy 
Lvedpa, dxdfgocay elvar paper rov Oeov, dxoppéov xal éxavagepd- 
pevoy, wc deriva jdlov. Athenag. Legat. § x. p. 40. 

Oeor gapéy, cal Yiow roy Adyov adbrov, cal Mveipa~Ayror, 
ivovpeva pév xara Sévayer, roy Ilarépa, rov Yiov, ro Tyvedpa’ 
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Accordingly, both the evident principle of the 
images, and the most remarkable and most gene- 


drt Nove, Adyoc, Lopia, Yide rov Tarpec, cat drdfpoa, a¢ péic 
dro wupoc, ro IIvevpa. Ibid. § xxii. p. 96. 

Oix tkwOév rie gore épevpeBeioa h rov Yiov obata, ovdé éx py 
Svrwv éxevohy On: dda é rijg rov Tarpic obelac Epv’ de, rod 
guwroc, ro dxavyaopa’ we, tdaroc, drple. Theognost. Hypot. 
lib. ii, apud Athan. Epist. de Synod. Nic. cont. heer. Arian. 
decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 420. 

Prolatum dicimus Filium a Patre, sed non separatum. Pro- 
tulit enim Deus Sermonen, sicut radix fruticem, et fons fluvium, 
et sol radium. Nam et iste species probolz sunt earum sub- 
stantiarum, ex quibus prodeunt. Nec dubitaverim Filium 
dicere, et radicis fruticem, et fontis fluvium, et soles radium: 
quia omnis origo parens est; et omne, quod ex origine pro- 
fertur, progenies est : multo magis Sermo Dei, qui etiam proprié 
nomen Fils accepit. Nec frutex, tamen, a radice, nec fluvius 
a fonte, nec radius a sole, discernitur. Tertull. adv. Prax. $6. 
Oper. p. 409. 

Exivit autem a Patre (Filius), ut radius ex sole, ut rivus ex 

fonte, ut frutex ex semine. Ibid. § 15. Oper. p. 422. 
- “Erepoy 6€ Néywr, ov dv0 Qeove AEyw' GAN, He Hig Ex gwros, F 
we tdwp Ex xnyiic, 7) we dkriva dxo friov. Avvame yap plas 
x rou xayrdcg’ ro Oe way Marie, & ov divapic Adyoc. Hippol. 
cont. Noet. c. xi. Oper. vol. ii. p. 13. 

‘IIpeic prey ovw paborrec, ric éoriy 6 Yidg rov Qeov, xai Sn 
anavyacpa éort rije Odinc, Kat yapaxrip rijc UrocTacewe abo}, 
Kal drplc péy rij¢ Tov Oeov duvapewc, dirdfpoa ce rig row Tav- 
roxparopog doing eidcxptvic, Ere 6€ dravyacpa gwro¢ didiov, «cal 
Eaoxrpoy axnAlowroy rijg rov Ozov évepyeiac, Kai cixwy ric adya- 
Odrnroc abrov* toper, Sre ovrog Yidg && éxelvou, Kai éxeivog rovrov 
Tlarjjp. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 387. 

“Ovroc ov alwviov rov Tlarpoc, aiwvtog 6 Yidg ory, gag ex 


y) 7 . , , .y ¢ e % \ 4 w 
gwrocg Gy’ brrog yap yovews, éori Kal réxvov’ ei O€ ja) Téxvoy ety, 
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rally employed of the images themselves, are of 
no mere human excogitation ; but have been di- 
rectly borrowed, by the ancient ecclesiastics, in 
many instances even to the very precision of 
actual phraseology, from the inspired volume of 
Holy Scripture. 

For, if the Church Catholic from the beginning 
taught ; that Zhe Son ts from the Father, as light 
ts from light, or as a ray ts from the solar fire: she 
only faithfully delivered what she had first received 
from the Apostle Paul ; that Christ is the Reful- 
gence from the Glory of God the Father and the 
very Impress of his Substance '. 

(2.) What, then, is the necessary purport of the 
images, thus perpetually employed, by the Ante- 


wae xal rivog elvac cuvarat yovevc; AX cicivy Guge, cal cioiy 
dei. Dwroc per ovy ovrog Tov Oeov, 6 Xprorog éoriy dravyacpa. 
Dionys. Alex. Elench. apud Athan. Epist. de sentent. Dionys. 
cont. Arian. Oper. vol. 1. p. 437. 

Cum dicimus Deum Patrem et Deum Filtum, non diversum 
dicimus, nec utrumque secernimus. Quia nec Pater sine Filio 
potest, nec Filius a Patre secerni. Siquidem nec Pater sine 
Filio nuncupari, nec Filius potest sine Patre generari. Cum 
igitur et Pater Filium faciat, et Filius fiat: una utrique mens, 
unus spiritus, una substantia, est. Sed ille quasi exuberans 
fons est: hic, tanquam defluens ex eo rivus. Ille, tanquam 
sol: hic, quasi radius a sole porrectus. Qui quoniam summo 
Patri et fidelis et carus est, non separatur: sicut nec rivus, a 
fonte ; nec radius, a sole. Quia et aqua fontis in rivo est: et 
solis lumen, in radio. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv. § 29. p. 446. 

* "Oc Sy draivyacpa ric édine cal yapaxrip riic brooracewe 
abrov. Heb. i. 3. See below, append. ii. numb. 7. 

u 2 
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nicene Writers, for the illustration of the mutual 
physical relation of the three persons in the Tn- 
nity ? 

Truly, even to say nothing of St. Paul’s sub- 
joined exposition, The very Impress of his sus- 
STANCE, it stands out open and conspicuous and 
self-explained. 

Unless we be prepared to deny; that a River 
and a Runlet from a River are oF THE SAME SUB- 
STANCE With the parent Fountain, or that a Tree 
and its Fruit are oF THE SAME SUBSTANCE With the 
Root, or that a Solar Ray and the Apex of that 
Ray are oF THE SAME SUBSTANCE With the Solar 
Fire : we must perforce acknowledge; that those, 
who systematically employed such illustrations, 
could not but have maintained, that the Son and 
the Spirit are oF THE SAME SUBSTANCE with the 
Father. | 

(3.) The doctrine of consUBSTANTIALITY, in short, 
is plainly and inevitably set forth in every illustra- 
tion of this peculiar description : and, if any doubt 
on the subject could possibly remain, that doubt 
_ would be effectually removed by the express state- 
ment of Origen, that these illustrations were de- 
signedly employed to propound and to elucidate 
the precise doctrine in question. 

According to the similitude of that exhalation, 
which proceeds from any corporeal substance, says 
he: so, likewise, Christ himself, who is the Wisdom, 
emanates, after the manner of an exhalation, from 





CHAP. X. ] OF TRINITARIANISM. 293 


the virtue of God himself. Thus the Wisdom, pro- 
ceeding from him, ts generated from THE VERY SUB- 
STANCE of God: and thus, according to the simili- 
tude of a corporeal emanation, he 1s satd to be a 
certain pure and sincere emanation of THE GLORY of 
the Omnipotent. Now both these comparisons shew 
most evidently : that there 18 A COMMUNION OF SUB- 
STANCE fo the Son with the Father. For aN EMA- 
NATION SEEMS TO BE OF THE SAME SUBSTANCE WITH 
THE BODY, FROM WHICH IT IS AN EMANATION '. 

(4.) The propounding of this doctrine being thus 
the avowed object of all such comparisons, we 
shall readily understand, why the Nicene Fathers, 
as they borrowed from the long line of their pre- 
decessors both the term and the doctrine of con- 
SUBSTANTIALITY, borrowed also from them, and 
through them ultimately from St. Paul, one of the 
most familiar and most regularly established modes 
of illustrating and enforcing that doctrine. 


* Christus, qui est Sapientia, secundum similitudinem ejus 
vaporis qui de substantia aliqua corporea procedit ; sic etiam 
ipee, ut quidam vapor, exoritur de virtute ipsius Dei. Sic et | 
Sapientia, ex ipso procedens, ex ipsa Dei substantia generatur : 
sicnihilominus, et secundum similitudinem corporalis aporrhee, 
esse dicitur aporrhcea gloriz Omnipotentis pura quaedam et 
sincera. Que utreque similitudines manifestissimé ostendunt 
communionem substantiz esse Filio cum Patre. Aporrhea 
enim dpoovowe videtur, id est, unius substantize, cum illo cor- 
pore, ex quo est vel aporrhoea vel vapor. Orig. Comment. in 
Epist. ad Hebr. Oper. vol. iv. p. 697. Edit. Benedict. Paris. 
1733. 
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When they declared Christ to be, God from 
God, true God from true God, begotten not made, 
being OF ONE SUBSTANCE with the Father: they 
failed not to add, after the ancient mode of ilhus- 
tration, and from symbols yet older than their 
Own, LIGHT FROM LIGHT. For it was well known: 
that the expression, LIGHT FROM LIGHT, was, in the 
ordinary conventional language of Theology, and 
on the direct interpretative authority of St. Paul, 
precisely equivalent to the expression, CONSUB- 
STANTIAL WITH THE FATHER. 

(5.) Illustrations, then, of this description, in- 
evitably and avowedly, set forth the doctrine of 
MUTUAL CONSUBSTANTIALITY on the part of the three 
persons of the Holy Trinity: and, in setting forth 
such doctrine, these illustrations also yet addi- 
tionally set forth the doctrine of THE ETERNITY 
both of the Son and of the Spirit. 

The argument, implied and involved in them, 
was, by the ancients, rightly propounded in man- 
ner following. 

If a Fountain or a Root or the Sun had existed 
from all eternity: their several effluxes or emana- 
tions, though respectively proceeding from them, 
must /:kewise have existed from all eternity. Be- 
cause, on the supposition of the eternity of their 
several originals, there never could have been a 
time, when such effluxes or emanations did not 
proceed from them : and, consequently, the proces- 
sion itself could never have had a commencement. 





CHAP. x. ] OF TRINITARIANISM. 295 


But God the Father, the declared Fountain or 
Root or Primal Glory of the Deity, has existed, no 
doubt, from all eternity. 

Therefore the Son and the Spirit, though gene- 
rated or emanating from the Father, must have 
existed from all eternity likewise. For, their pro- 
cession from the substance of the Father never 
having had a commencement, there never could 
have been a time when they were not’. 


1 "Axabyacpa of Sy gwrog didiov, mavrwc Kai abrog (6 Yivc) 
dtdde éoriyv. “Ovrog yap del rov gwroc, cijdov Se Eorly del rd 
dxavyacpa’ rovry yap cal, ort pide Eort, rp Karavydley voeirac. 
Kal gic ov dovara: p) dwriloy elvar. Dédcv yap EXOwper ex ra 
wapadelypara. El éorivy 6 fjdtoc, Eoriv abyy, éoriy hyépa’ el 
rowovroy pndéy gore wodvye Cet cal rapeivac frdsov. Ei pév oby 
digg 6 ff\toc, Exavorog ay fy cai f jpépa. Niy dé ob ydp 
torey. ‘Aptapévou re, iptaro’ cal, xavopévov, xaverar. ‘O dé 
ye Ged aisrdy Eore disc, ovre dptdpevoy, ovre Xntdv core. Odx- 
avy alwvoy mpdxecrat. Kal ovveoriy abrg ro dratvyacpa Gvap- 
xov Kal devyevéc, rpopavdpevoy abrov Grep éoriy  éyovea 
Zogia’ "Ey& funy  xpocéxape’ caOnpépary dé evppacwduny ev 
wpocwxy avrov éy wayri caipy. Dionys. Alex. Elench. apud 
Athan. Epist. de sentent. Dionys. cont. Arian. Oper. vol. i. 
p. 436, 487. 

“Ore ro, Yidc you ef ov, éyw onpepoy yeyévynxa oe, Aéyerat 
epo¢ avroy ixd rov Ocov, § det gore rd onpepov. Od Em yap 
éoxéipa Ocov’ éyw c€ hryovpat, ore ovde xpwia. "ANN’ 6 cupwap- 
exrelywy Ty dyerviry Kal didiy avrov Cwy, iv’ ovrwe tiaw, xpd- 
vos, Huépa éorly avrg ohpepoy, ev 4 yeyévynrac 6 Yidg’ dpyiic 
yevéicews avrov otra ovk eipoxopévnc, we obd€ Tijc Hpépac. 
Orig. Comment. in Johan. tom. i. Oper. vol. ii. p. 30, 31. 
Huet. Rothom. 1668. 

“Dy tore didiog 6 Oedc. “Ovroc ovv dei rov Marpoc, éore xal 
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3. From this statement of the doctrine of the 
primitive Church, it obviously follows: that The 
Antenicenes, like the Postnicenes, maintained the 
EQUALITY of the three divine persons in point of 
their NATURE and DURATION; while yet, like the 
Postnicenes also, they maintained their INEQUALITY 
in point of their ORDER and OFFICE. 

There is, in short, between the Writers before 
the first Nicene Council and the Writers after 
the first Nicene Council, no difference of opinion. | 

Each, alike, held the doctrine of THE con- 
SUBSTANTIALITY OF THE THREE PERSONS IN THE 
TRINITY. Each, therefore, alike, by the somewhat 
unguarded concession of Dr. Priestley, held also, 
of very necessity, the doctrine of THEIR EQUALITY, 
and thence likewise the doctrine of THE PROPER 
DIVINITY OF THE SON AND THE SPIRIT. 

I myself have done nothing more, than simply 
detail the evidence. The cautious inquirer must 
form his own judgment respecting the hypothesis, 
which is the common property of Dr. Priestley and 
Mr. Lindsey. 

III. The objections of the Antitrinitarian School, 
which respect the broad naked question of ursto- 
RICAL FACT, have now, I trust, been removed: and, 
with the mere metaphysical subtleties affecting 
THE DOCTRINE ITSELF, I have plainly, from the 


r: 9. . ‘ y ’ ’ » ‘ ° Q - 
didiwe xai ro rovrov dxavyaopa, drep teriy 6 Adyog abrov, 


Athan. Orat. 11. cont. Arian. Oper. vol. i. p. 154. 
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very nature and plan of my discussion, no sort of 
concern. 

Hence I venture to think: that our testimony, 
to THE BARE HisToricaL Facr of The Apostohcal 
Antiquity and the Apostolcal Declaratiwn of the 
doctrine of THE TRISITY, remains cumplete and 
decisive. 

It has been my purpose simply to establish a 

_ ¥acT: precisely as a diligent and impartial his- 
torian might set himself, if his evidence were suf- 
ficient, to establish any other racr, with the sub- 
stantiation of which he should happen to be con- 
cerned. 

Now, unless I have altogether failed of my pur- 
pose, THE HISTORICAL FACT, which has been esta- 
blished, is this : that THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY, 
VIEWED AS SUBINCLUDING THE DOCTRINE OF THE SON'S 
PROPER DIVINITY AND HUMAN INCARNATION FROM THE 
SUBSTANCE OF THE VIRGIN MARY, WAS, FROM THE VERY 
FIRST, TAUGHT BY THE APOSTLES; AND WAS, FROM 
THE VERY FIRST, RECEIVED, ON THEIR ACKNOWLEDGED 
INSPIRED AUTHORITY, BY THE EARLIEST CHURCH CA- 
THOLIC. 

In the abstract; THE DOCTRINE ITSELF may be 
very true, or it may be very false: but, in the 
concrete, THE BARE HISTORICAL FACT remains, in 
either case, unaltered. 

If, like Barcochab or Mohammed, Christ and 
his Apostles were mere uninspired impostors: in 
that case, though we shall still be compelled to 
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admit THE HISTORICAL FACT that THEY TAUGHT THE 
DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY, we Shall in no wise be 
compelled to admit THE ABSTRACT TRUTH OF THE 
DOCTRINE ITSELF. 

But, if Christ and his Apostles were no im- 
postors, and if (on the contrary) they really were 
what they always claimed to be: in ¢hat case, we 
shall be compelled to admit, not only THE HISTo- 
RICAL FACT, but THE TRUTH OF THE DOCTRINE ITSELF 
likewise. 

For any professed adoption of a sort of middle 
course, by which We avowedly acknowledge the 
divine mission and the consequent infallible authority 
of an inspired teacher, and yet reject as untrue the 
doctrine which under that special character he claims 
to reveal, is certainly the very height of hopelessly 
irrational inconsistency. 

The general conclusion, therefore, from my 
whole argument, will be the following. 

WE CANNOT, CONSISTENTLY WITH AN ESTABLISHED 
HISTORICAL FACT, DENY THE TRUTH OF THE DOCTRINE 
OF THE CO-EQUAL AND CO-ETERNAL TRINITY, UNLESS 
AT THE SAME TIME WE BE PREPARED TO DENY ALSO 
THE TRUTH OF CHRISTIANITY ITSELF. 
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NUMBER I. 


RESPECTING THE APPROPRIATION OF YHE ECTHESIS, PROTCCED IS 
THE YEAR 43] BY THE COUSMCIL OF EPHESTS AGAINST SES- 
TORIUS, TO THE COUNCIL OF ASYKAH WHICH SAT IX THE 
YEAR 269. 


Iw conjunction with Justin and Jrenéus and Tertullian aad 
Novatian and Origen and Theognostus and Dionysius of Alex- 
andria, I have not scrupled to adduce the Eecthesis, produced im 
the year 431 by the Council of Epbesus against Nestorius, for 
the purpose of shewing : that The doctrine of rHE sox’s cox- 
SUBSTANTIALITY WITH YHE FATHER, tastead of having been 
tnvented by the Council of Nice which sat mm the year 325, 
had, tn truth, even with the use of the cery words OYZIA and 
OMOOYZIOZ or susstayria and coxscsstasTiaLis themselves, 
been the established doctrine of the Catholic Church, in regular 
succession downward, from the time of St. John who died in the 
year 100. See above, book ii. chap. 10. § u. 1. 

The ground of this adduction was: that The Ecthesis, 
although brought forward by the Council of Ephesus tn the 
year 431 against Nestorius, was really, either drawn up by the 
Antiochian Fathers themselves in the year 264 or 269, or 
adopted by them as being a then already existing yet more 
ancient document which fully spoke their own sentiments. 
Whence, if this chronological arrangement be accurate, the 


302 THE APOSTOLICITY [APP. 11. 


Ecthesis may justly be brought forward as an antenicene 
testimony. 

Such an arrangement of the Ecthesis I first met with in Dr. 
Burton’s valuable Work on The Testimonies of the Antenicene 
Fathers to the Divinity of Christ, p. 897-—399: but I did not, 
immediately, feel altogether satisfied as to its propriety. 

Under this impression, I freely offered my objections to that 
gentleman: and, in return, he favoured me with the following 
statement, which convinced myself, and which he has kindly 
allowed me to make public. 





I feel no scruple in saying: that, when I admitted the Creed 
to which you allude, as a Creed drawn up at Antioch a.p. 269; 
I had some doubts, as to its genuineness. But I thought, that 
the evidence in its favour preponderated: and, upon recon- 
sidering that evidence in consequence of your letter, my former 
impression is rather increased than diminished. 

The objections against it appear to me to be two, which are 
stated by yourself. 

The document, which contains the Creed, cites tt, as drawn up 
at Nice and not at Antioch. 

Th: Creed contains the word dpootowc, which the Fathers 
assembled at Antioch are known to have rejected. 

I. As to the first of these objections, it must be allowed, that 
the correction of év ’Avrioxelg for ev Nexalg rests upon con- 
jecture and inference only: for the Acts of the Council of 
Ephesus published by Labbe, and also Euthymius Zygabenus 
(Panopl. Dogmat. p. 141.), expressly ascribe it to the Council 
of Nice. 

These are, I believe, the only ancient authorities, which 
notice the Creed. But I should wish to know: how many 
MSS of the Acts of the Council of Ephesus are in existence ; 
and whether they all read éy Neuxalg. For I find: that the 


——ie. 
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Latin Version of these Acts, published by Peltanus im 1576, 
ascribes the Creed to the Fathers assembled at Antioch. 

If it were not for the frequent recurrence of the word 
époovewc, perhaps no person would object to the substitution 
of ’Avrwyeig for Neaig. For there is no other account what- 
soever of the Council of Nice having pronounced sentence 
against Paul of Samosata; who had been dead, when that 
Council sat, at least fifty years. And, if they had intended to 
condemn his doctrine: this Creed would hardly have been 
called “Exfleotg xpoc Lasdor Yaposaréa, but rather “EsBeou 
xpo¢ rovc ra Hlatdov colaZlorrac. 

I would add, that we have many histories of the Council of 
Nice: and none of them contain mention of this Creed. If it 
were really drawn up at Nice, it must have preceded that which 
was ultimately adopted. Yet, though Eusebius mentions a 
Creed proposed by himself to the Council, be does not say a 
word of any other being presented or agreed upon. 

II, I now come to the second objection: namely, that The 
word dpoovows, which so frequently occurs in this Creed, mas 
rejected by the Fathers assembled at Antwck. 

This has been often asserted : but there are strong grounds 
for doubting the truth of the assertion. 

1. The two best Dissertations upon the subject, with which 
I am acquainted, are, by Bishop Bull (Def. Fid. Nic. 11. 1, 9-), 
and in the Preface to the roman edition of Dionysius Alexan- 
drinus. 

Bull adopts the notion ; that the term was rejected by the 
Council of Antioch : and gives a very satisfactory reason for the 
circumstance. But, in the Preface to Dionysius, there are some 
cogent arguments to shew : that the story, of the Antiochene 
Council having rejected the term, was an entire fable. 

The first time, it was ever heard of, was at the Council held 
at Ancyra about A.D. 358: when the Semiarians, assembled 
there, put forth a letter, in which the Antiochene Fathers con- 
demned many blasphemous expressions of Paul, and among 
others the word dpoovew: which had been used by him. 

7 
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This letter has never been produced. By which I mean: 
not only that it has not come down to our times, but that Atha- 
nasius and Hilary had also never seen it. 

Hilary, who relates what took place at Ancyra most in detail, 
merely says as follows. 

Secundo quoque 1D apprpisTIs, quod Patres nostri, cum 
Paulus Samosatenus hzreticus pronunciatus est, etiam HOMO- 
OUSION repudiaverunt. Hilar. de Synod. 81. 

Athanasius tells us expressly: that he had never seen this 
letter, which mentioned the rejection of the term épooverog by the 
Council of Antioch. 

"Exetd? dé, we abrol gant (riy yap Excorodny obk Eaxor eye), 
ot roy Lapooaréa xaraxplyavrec éxioxowos ypagovrec eiphxaat, pr 
elvat dpoovotoy rov Yidv rg Darpi.—Ei dé duvarcy hy ebropijea 
kal rijg Excorodic Ay Néyovow Exelvouc yeypagévat, hryouvpat wrel- 
ove evpeOfcecOat rac xpopacec. Athan. de Synod. 43, 47. 

Basil certainly states it, as a matter of fact: that the Fathers 
at Antioch calumniated the phrase as not perspicuous. 

AcéBadoy riv réEw we oi evonpoy. Oper. vol. iii. p. 145. 

But Basil lived some time later: and we can prove, that he 
was not well informed about the matters, which took place 
during the time of Paul of Samosata. 

Thus he says :°A ce éxcdnreic rev Acovvaiov, hAOe pev ic Hpac 
kal rayv roAAG’ ov mdpeori dé py Ta BiBra, dudwep ovK areorei- 
Aapey. Epist.ix. p. 91. 

So that he confesses himself not well furnished with evidence 
concerning Dionysius: and he proves this most fully, when he 
goes on to say ; that Dionysius disapproved of the term dpoovewc. 
Now this we know to be a mistake; since Athanasius tells us, 
that Dionysius used the term: and, what is more, we have a 
Work of his remaining which actually contains it. Since, 
therefore, Basi] adopted a false report concerning Dionysius, it 
was perfectly natural: that he should adopt another and a 
similar one concerning the Council of Antioch. At least, we 
cannot attach much credit to his testimony in this particular. 

As to Athanasius, he certainly doubted the truth of this 
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story: and one reasos, which he grees, m=; <hat Boté tie 
Dionysti, of Rome and of Alczundru, win led before the 

In regard to what is sad; that Vie Antuciene Fathers 
avoided the term, because it had been used by Paul: cum seems 
to be a mistatement. Paul only eadezvoured 1© draw the 
Catholics into a dilemma, by quibbimg upen thew me of the 
term: and Maris Mercator, who ived s». 415, expressly 
says; that Paul did set call the Som comsekecaccnd wri. the 
Father. Oper. p. 165. 

2. I come now to other evidence, respeczimg the poms at 
present before us. 

If the Fathers assembled at Astioch bad rejected the term, # 
would probably not have been im use im thas diucese. 

But Eprphanius, speaking of the peogde of Actioch ieelf, 
says: ‘Opodoyoue: reps Yuu Gavpasrin, car Te tqersur ve 
éxBddXoverw. Hzer. xxi. 28. 

There was also another Council held at Antioch ap. 363: 
in which the party of Meletius wrote a letter to the Emperor 
Jovian. In this letter, they defended the term <povsnr, to 
which the opposite party objected. 

“Owore cai ro Conovy év avrg Liver Tity Crcpa, To Toe Oysousion 
papi, dogadoig rervyyce rapa ror sarpasiy ippareiac. Socrat. 
iil, 25. 

They would hardly have used this language, if they had 
known of such formidable evidence being against them, as 
the official rejection of the term, a hundred years before, in 
their own city: and I cannot help thinking; that the total 
silence of Eusebius upon this matter (who would certainly not 
have been sorry to have heard of it, is some proof, that the 
story was not true: and it is also strange; that the Arians 
should sever, before the Council of Ancyra a.p. 358, have 
brought it forward. 

3. The arguments, hitherto used, might perhaps lead us to 
doubt, whether the story was not invented at that Council. 
But we have another testimony, which decidedly confirms the 

VOL. I. x 


8306 THE APOSTOLICITY (Lapp. 11. 


notion: that the term dpoovowe was used at the Council of 
Antioch. | 

Eusebius Doryleensis, who lived a.p. 448, and who strenu- 
ously opposed Nestorius and accused him of agreeing with Paul 
of Samosata, quotes the following passage, as from a Creed 
drawn up at Antioch when Paul was condemned. 

Qed drnOirdy éx Ocod drANOwod, Suoovcwr rp arp, &’ ob 
cal oi alévec xarnpricOyeay. Euseb. Doryl. apud Anastas. Si- 
nait. Hodeg. p. 324, 

It is true, that these words are not found in the Creed which 
is inserted in my Book: but they at least shew, that we ought 
not to object to that Creed merely on account of its containing 
the word dpoovcwc. In fact, the Creed, which I have inserted, 
is not properly a Creed, but rather an Exposition of Faith con- 
cerning the Son only: whereas Eusebius may have taken his 
extract from what was actually a Creed. We can hardly con- 
ceive, that the Council of Antioch did not draw up a Creed, 
beside its Synodical Epistles still extant : and, since two Councils 
were held against Paul, in a.p. 264 and a.p. 269, it is not im- 
probable, that two or even more Creeds may have been agreed 
upon. One of them may have been that, which was produced 
at the Council of Ephesus: and another, that, from which 
Eusebius made his extract. 

In the collection of Councils published by Harduin, I find a 
passage: which shews, that the Council of Antioch did draw 
up such a Creed; and which may perhaps explain, why the 
one produced at Ephesus was said to have been agreed upon 
at Nice. 

This passage speaks of the great and holy Council at Nice 
having confirmed the decision of the Fathers at Antioch. 

BeBawoaanc roy Spoy rwry ty ’Ayriyeig. Harduin. Concil. 
vol. i. p. 1639. . 

If the Council of Nice, in its authentic Acts, really inserted 
the Creed of the Council of Antioch with its own ratification of 
it: this may have misled the Council of Ephesus. 

4. You will judge, whether there is any weight in this last 
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argument: but I really think the evidence very strong; that 
The Antiochene Fathers did not reject the term époovowc, and 
that They used tt in their Creed. 

5. Whether the Creed, which is now under discussion, was 
drawn up by them: is more, than I can venture to decide. 

But, if there is no external evidence to make us think that it 
was drawn up at Nice, and if the only argument against its 
being ascribed to Antioch is taken from the use of the term 
époovowog: I should not be afraid of boldly altering Nixaig to 
"Avrwoxelg. 


The quibble of Paul of Samosata, alluded to by Dr. Burton, 
was this. 

With what cogency it is not very easy to discern, Paul chose 
to argue: that, if the Father and the Son were of the same 
substance; then there must have been a common substance 
Prior to them both, out of which the Father and the Son alike 
emanated, or (as he expressed it) which was divided into the 
Father and the Son. 

The very existence of this quibble is of considerable histo- 
rical importance. 

Unless the term dpootowc had been familiarly known, and 
constantly employed, in the early Antenicene Church: it is 
quite clear, that the quibble itself could never have occurred. 

The existence of the quibble, therefore, historically demon- 
strates the antenicene antiquity both of the term and of the 
doctrine set forth by the term. 


x 2 


NUMBER IT. 


RESPECTING THE ALLEGED ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF THE CHRISTIAN 
FATHERS, THAT JOHN WAS THE FIRST WHO CLEARLY AND 
BOLDLY TAUGHT THE DOCTRINES OF THE PREEXISTENCE AND 
DIVINITY OF CHRIST. 





As a matter of great importance to the cause of Antitrinita- 
rianism, Dr. Priestley alleges the testimonies of certain of the 
Fathers, which, he thinks, distinctly prove: that St. John was 
THE FIRST, who clearly and boldly taught the doctrines of the 
preéxistence and divinity of Christ. 

He then, to the allegation, subjoins the following reflections 
by himself. 

After reading these testimonies, so copious and so full to my 
purpose, and UNCONTRADICTED BY ANY THING IN ANTIQUITY, tf 
ss not possible to entertain a doubt mith respect to the opinion of 
the Christian Fathers. They must have thought: that The 
doctrines of the preéxistence and divinity of Christ had not been 
preached mth any effect before the writing of St. John’s Gospel ; 
and, consequently, that, Before that time, the great body of 
Christians must have been Unitarians. And THEY ARE FAR 
FROM GIVING THE LEAST HINT OF ANY OF THEM HAVING BEEN 
EXCOMMUNICATED ON THAT AccouNT. When we consider how 
late the three first Gospels were written, the last of them not long 
before that of John, which was near, if not after, the destruction 
of Jerusalem; and that, in the opinion of the writers above 
mentioned, all this caution and reserve had been necessary, till 
that late period, on the part of the christian teachers : how is it 
possible, that, in their idea, the Christian Church in general 

MAT, 
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should have been well established im the belief of our Lord's devt- 
nity? They must have supposed: that, At the teme of these 
publications, which was about the year 64, the doctrine of the 
divinsty of Christ was not generally held by Christians. . At 
this period, therefore, ¢ may be tnferred: that, In the opinion of 
these writers, the Christian Church was principally unilarian ; 
believing only the simple humanity of Christ, and knowing 
nothing of his divinity or preezistence. Hist. of Early Opm. 
book iii. chap. 7. sect. 2. Works, vol. vi. p. 437. 

In another part of his Works; apparently by a process not 
dissimilar to that, through which a person, by the frequent re- 
petition of a fable, succeeds finally in persuading himself that 
there must be a great deal of truth m it: in another part of 
his Works, referring to what he had previously written, Dr. 
Priestley, with increasing confidence, advances still further. 

. I have suewn, says he : that, by the UNIVERSAL ACKNOWLEDO- 
MENT OF THE ORTHODOX WRITERS, neither the preéxistence nor 
the divinity of Christ was publicly taught by any Apostle before 
John. Origin of the Arian Hypoth. Works, vol. vii. p. 482. 

- Such, with its asserted proof, is the allegation of Dr. 
Priestley. 

. I, Now, even if we suppose the historian to have fully 
sHEWN this matter by the umiversat acknowledgment of the 
orthodox writers : still, under that supposition, I do not dis- 
tinctly perceive, what benefit will accrue to his cause. 

1. So far as I can understand the value of such a demon- 
stration, it will amount only to this. 

The Catholic Church did not receive the doctrines of Christ's 
preéxistence and divinity, until those doctrines were revealed to 
her. 

- Now this revelation, by the univERsat acknowledgment of the 
orthodox writers, as Dr. Priestley assures us, did not take place 
until the year 69 when St. John put forth his inspired Gospel : 
for, hitherto, neither the preéxistence nor the divinity of Christ 

had been publicly taught by any Apostle. 
_ Therefore, until the year 69, the Catholic Church, never 
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having been publicly taught by any Apostle the doctrines of 
Christ's preéxistence and divinity, did not recewe and embrace 
those doctrines. 

2. What then? The inquirer will naturally ask. How does 
this circumstance promote the cause of modern Antitrinita- 
rianism ? 

Really, I am quite unable to tel] him 

If Dr. Priestley’s testimonies shew any thing, they simply 
shew : that The Catholtc Church did not hold the doctrines of 
Christ's preéxistence and divinity, until, in the year 69, through 
the inspired medium of St. John’s written Gospel, those doctrines 
were for the first time publicly delivered to her ; but that, Ever 
since that time, she has faithfully maintained them, on the ground 
that they had been then publicly taught by direct apostolical 
authority. 

8. This, even by his own statement, is the whole, that Dr. 
Priestley’s alleged testimonies either do or can establish. For, 
if, anterior to the year 69, the Church held not doctrines, which, 
at that time, had never been publicly taught to her by any 
Apostle: her conduct, I apprehend, cannot afford much matter 
either of triumph or of astonishment. 

Yet, how all this, even if we grant it to be well established, 
can benefit the cause of modern Antitrinitarianism : I am utterly 
unable to divine. 

I should rather think: that Dr. Priestley has been indus 
triously sharpening a sword against his own vitals. For, if, in 
the year 69, the Church was, for the first time, publicly taught, 
by apostolical authority, the doctrines of Christ’s preéxistence 
and divinity: we may reasonably ask, wHy Dr. Priestley 
rejected those doctrines, when, according to the alleged tenor 
of hts own testimonies, they have been thus, by inspired apos- 
toltcal authority itself, fully, though not immediately, delivered. 

II. Let, however, the value, of what Dr. Priestley professes 
to have suewn, be what it may: yet, since it certainly seems 
strange, that the Church should never have known the doc- 
trines in question until the year 69, and that in that precise 
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eventful year they should for the first time have been publicly 
taught by the inspired apostolical authority of St. John; we 
may justly inquire, whether Dr. Priestley has really shewn 
what he claims to have shewn. | 

He tells us: that he has suxwn the potnt before us by the 
UNIVERSAL acknowledgment of the orthodox writers. 

1. As this word UNIVERSAL is a very large word and mightily 
comprehensive : so Dr. Priestley satisfies its grasping requisi- 
tions after a manner peculiarly his own. 

(1.) His jury of witnesses are, in number, precisely twelve : 
and their authorities he produces, as he himself carefully in- 
forms us, nearly in the order of time tn which the writers flou- 
risked. Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 7. Works, vol. vi. 
p. 427. 

(2.) Now the oldest of his witnesses is Origen, who flou- 
rished about the middle of the third century: and the two 
youngest of them are Nicephorus and Nicetas, who both flou- 
rished in the ninth. 

(3.) How, then, can the empanelling of such a jury, ad- 
mitting them for the present to be unanimous in their verdict, 
substantiate the large allegation of the historian: that he has 
actually suewn the point before us by the UNIVERSAL acknow- 
ledgment of the orthodox writers ? 

2. I would not unhandsomely trouble Dr. Priestley to pro- 
duce evidence later than the ninth century: but I may justly 
marvel, that he should lay claim to the universat acknowledg- 
ment of the orthodox writers, and yet that he should call up 20 
jurors older than the middle of the third century and only a 
single juror even of that antiquity. 

One might think, that the verdict of his chosen twelve would 
not have been injured by the concurring verdict of their seniors, 
Clement of Rome, and the author of the Epistle of Barnabas, 
and Ignatius, and Polycarp, and Justin, and Irenéus, and 
Athenagoras, and Tertullian, and Hippolytus, and Clement of 
Alexandria, and Cyprian, and Novatian, or any other Father 
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of the Church either prior to or contemporary with Origen : if 
such concurring verdict could have been obtained. 

But the historian deemed it superfluous : and the voice of his 

twelve men, good and true, albeit none of the oldest, is amply — 
sufficient to complete the untversaL acknowledgment of the 
orthodox writers. 
- III. If, however, the early theologians refuse to assist Dr. 
Priestley positively, by their UNANIMOUS, or indeed by axy, 
attestation of what he wishes to establish: they may, perad- 
venture, at least serve him negatively, by the accommodating 
excellence of holding their tongues. 

Something of this sort may seem to be insinuated by the bold 
declaration, that the testzmonies of his select twelve are UNCOK= 
TRADICTED BY ANY THING IN ANTIQUITY. oo 

The phrase any THING is as large as the word UNIVERSAL. It 
comprehends both uninspired and inspired testimony. As it is 
dangerous to use; because a single exception will evince its 
fallacy : so it is easy to discuss; because its discussion requires 
not, like its establishment, the copiousness of omnigenous 
reading. 

1. Dr. Priestley’s testimonies are uncontradtcted by any thing 
in antiquity. 

What, then, shall we say to the distinct and perpetually re- 
peated declarations of orthodox writers, older than any of those 
adduced by the historian: that The doctrines of Christ’s god- 
head and the Trinity, instead of being taught for the first time 
by St. John in the year 69, were harmoniously delivered to the 
Church, from the very beginning, by all the Apostles collectively ? 

Does this circumstance leave the historian’s testimonies sm- 
contradicted? Yet, in speaking of those doctrines, such are 
the declarations, of Justin, and of the Writer to Diognetus, and 
of Irenéus, and of Polycarp, and of Tertullian, and of Clement 
of Alexandria. The list might easily be enlarged: but this 
catalogue of ancient witnesses may suffice. 


(1.) Ele xav yévocg dvOpwxuv édOdvrec, ravra edidakav' cai 
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AHOZTOAOL xpecyyepesOqvar. Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 67. 
Compare Ibid. p. 48, 46, 47, 52, 57, 58, 65. 

(2.) ATIOZTOAQN yevopevoc pabgric, yirope: cdaccadoc 
Ovi” ra wapateBévra ¢lio exupers yiwopivec aigGeiacg pa- 
Oqraic. Epist. ad Diog. in Oper. Justin. p. $87. 

(3.) “H per ydp ExxAgoia, caixep caf Odne rfc otxouperear ive 
reparuy rac ya Cucorappivn, rapa ce roy ATIOZTO.\OQN cal 
tev xeivwey paQurey rapadajsoven rHy ciorty. Tren. adv. heer. 
hb. i. c. 2. p. 34. Compare Ibid. lib. i. c. 2. p, 3436. ¢. 3. 
p- $6. lib. iv. c. 17. p. 243. 

(4.) Hic (Polycarpus) docuit semper, que ab arostouis di- 
dicerat, que et Ecclesise tradidit : et sola sunt vera. Iren. adv. 
bzer. lib. in. c. 3. p. 171. 

(5.) Ebionzi etenim, eo evangelio quod est secundum Mat- 
thzeum solo utentes, EX ILLO IPso convincuntur non recté pree- 
sumentes de Domino. Iren. adv. her. lib. iii. c. 11. $12. 
p- 186. | 

(6.) Hanc regulam as INITIO EVANGELII decucurrisse. Ter- 
tull. adv. Prax. § 2. Oper. p. 405. 

(7.) In ea regula incedimus, quam Ecclesia ab aposrotis, 
Apostoli a cuz1sto, Christus a peo, tradidit. Tertull. de pre- 
script. adv. her. § 14. Oper. p. 109. 

(8.) "AXX’ of per ray ddnOi Tig paxaplac obLovrec Stdacxadlac 
wapddocrw, evOve dxo TIETPOY re cal IAKQBOY, "lwdyyvov re 
cat ITAYAOY, ray adyiwy AMOXZTOAQN, xaic rapa xarpdc 
éxdexdpevoc’ dAlyot dé of xarpdoww Spor’ How dé avy Oeg cat 
sic hdc rd xpoyovera éxeiva kal drocroduxd caraOnodpevot oxép= 
para. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. i. Oper. p. 274, 275. 

(9.) “Eouwey dé 6 Hadaywyde ijpav, b watdec dpeic, rp Harp 
avrov rg Ocg, ovrép eorw Yidc &vapaprnroc, averlAnrroc, Kal 
axabiic ray Wuyhy Oedc Ev dvOpwrov cyjpart, dxpayroc, warpe- 
xp OeAfpare dudxovoc, Adyoc, Ode, d év rp Marpl, 6 ex dekcoy 
row Llarpoc, avy xal re oyxfjpare Oecc. Clem. Alex. Peedag. 
lib. i. c. 2. Oper. p. 79, 80. 

2. But Dr. Priestley’s testimonies are uncontradicted by any 


thing in antiquity. 
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That his testimonies are, again and again, flatly contradicted 
by the really ancient writers of the Church: we have already seen. 

That these same testimonies are virtually, though decisively, 
contradicted even by the very Gospel of St. John himself: we 
shall next see. 

Most singular and most unaccountable is the confusion of 
ideas, under which Dr. Priestley seems to have laboured 
throughout the whole of his discussion. 

His object is to prove: that John, in the year 69, through the 
medium of his written Gospel, was the rinst, who publicly taught 
the hitherto not publicly taught, and therefore the hitherto eccle- 
siastically unknown and unrecewed, doctrines of Christ's pre- 
Existence and divinity. 

For this purpose, he adduces the testimonies of twelve 
several writers. 

And then he declares: that these testimonies are uncontra- 
’ dicted by any thing tn antiquity. 

Yet, all the while, even to say nothing of the constantly op- 
posing language of writers much earlier than any one of those 
whom he adduces, the very structure of St. John’s written 
Gospel stself alone demonstrates THE ABSOLUTE IMPOSSIBILITY 
of the fact alleged. 

(1.) I need scarcely point out the familiar peculiarity of the 
last published Gospel, as written by the beloved disciple of the 
Lord. 

Much less historical than any one of its three predecessors, 
it is composed almost exactly upon the plan of Xenophon’s 
Memorabilia of Socrates or of Boswell's Life of Johnson. 

Throughout, it is dramatic, rather than narratwe. Of the 
Saviour it recites numerous discourses, which appear not in the 
other more professedly historical Gospels: it states many of the 
objections, which were made to the peculiarity of his language : 
and, in short, it may well be styled The Memorabilta of the great 
Founder of Christianity. ; 

What, then, is the inevitable result from this mode of com- 
position ? 
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Clearly, it is the following. 

With the single exception of the remarkable exordiam of his 
written Gospel, it was rHysicaLLy nsroesiBLE, that John, whe- 
ther he stated facts or wrote down discourses under the infis- 
thing sew: that is to say, with the single exception of his 
exordium, it was PHYSICALLY DaProssiBLz, that John could com- 
municate any thing which had not been previously known. 

For those, who had heard our Lord's discourses, well knew 
what he had said, long before John authoritatively committed 
them, for the benefit of late posterity, to the durability of 
writing : and those, who had witaessed the recorded facts, must 
have been fully acquainted with the facts, long anterior to the 
time when the facts themselves were recorded in imperishable 
letlers. 

Hence it is manifest: that The oxty part of the last written 
Gospel, which can strictly be called new or which can be viewed 
as previously unheard of, is is brief, though very remarkable, 
exordium. 

The true question, therefore, is: Do we find no supposed in- 
dication of Christ’s pretxistence and divinily in any part-of St. 
John’s Gospel, save tn the exordium which stands prefized to it? 

If this be the case: then it might, plausibly at least, be urged ; 
that John was the rinst who publicly taught those PREVIOUSLY 
UxKNOW™ doctrines. 

If this be not the case: then the exordium can be viewed in 
no other light, than that of a compact and well digested state- 
ment of doctrines, which had already been revealed, and which 
in fact (agreeably to the express attestation of the really early 
Fathers) had been known to the Church from the very beginning. 

Now Dr. Priestley must have been well aware: that proofs 
of the preéxistence and divinity of Christ, no matter whether 
he deem them valid or invalid, are brought by the Catholic, not 
merely from the exordium, but also from various other parts, of 
St. John’s Gospel. 
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Such being the case, every proof of this latter description, if 
it demonstrate the divinity of Christ, will, of plain necessity, 
demonstrate also: that the doctrine of his divinity could not 
but have been known long anterior to the time when the last 
written Gospel was published. For all such proofs are taken 
from facts or discourses, which John indeed has recorded in 
writing, but with which numbers beside himself must have been 
previously acquainted, 

Hence, the very necessity of the mode, in which the last writ- 
ten Gospel is composed, PHysicaLLy precludes the possibility 
of St. John having been the First, who, through the medium 
of his written Gospel, publicly taught the doctrines of Christ's 
preéxistence and divinity. 

Thus, to give a single instance, the beloved disciple has com- 
mitted to durable writing the important fact: that Thomas, m 
the presence of all the assembled disciples, addressed his Saviour, 
without incurring the slightest rebuke, by the compellation of ur 
LORD AND MY GOD. 

Now the fact itself was notorious, long before St. John com- 
posed his Gospel. And, from the primitive ages down to the 
present day (See above, append. i. numb. i. text 26.), the 
Catholic has never ceased to view it as a direct and positive 
proof: that The divinity of Christ was well known to the whole 
body of the faithful, at least as early as the occurrence of the 
resurrection. 

Therefore it is PHYSICALLY IMPOSSIBLE: that John could have 
been the First; who, under the aspect of a perfectly new and 
hitherto unheard of doctrine, revealed it through the medium 
of his written Gospel. The record of THE Fact inevitably 
demonstrates the anterior knowledge of THE TENET. 

(2.) As illustrative of this mode of examining St. John’s 
Gospel, I shall here adduce a very important statement of 
Trenéus. 

After giving us the most ancient Symbol extant, in which 
the godhead of Christ is distinctly and even verbally asserted 
(Xpiorg ‘Inco, rp Kupiy ipey kai Ocg), Irenéus goes on to 
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repeat, what he had already said in his introduction of the 
Symbol: that The Catholic Church, in the beginning, received 
this faith from the Apostles. And then he adds: that, Jn re- 
gard to such faith, there was no diversity of opinion throughout 
any of either the provincial or national Churches, whether 
founded tn Germany, or among the Iberians, or among the Celts, 
or in the East, or in Egypt, or in Libya, or in the middle re- 
gions of the world. 

Such being his testimony to a ract, we are obviously led to 
ask: After what precise manner, was Christianity, in the first 
instance, planted by the Apostles ? 

The answer is: that They planted it, in those various regions, 
altogether onatiy; before any one of the four written Gos- 
pels, much more consequently before the latest of them, was pub- 
lished by each several evangelist. 

This was the mode, then, in which doubtless Christianity was 
originally planted by the Apostles. 

Yet, by the express testimony of Irenéus, wherever they 
went, when as yet no written Gospel was in existence, they 
always preached the godhead of Christ. And, in consequence 
of this their antecedent ona. predication, that doctrine was, 
from the very first, an unvarying article of faith with all the 
provincial or national Churches throughout the world. Iren. 
adv. heer. lib. i. c. 2, 3. p. 34—36. 

Accordingly, in another place, Irenéus, with invincible force, 
presses home, against the innovating heretics of his own day, 
this identical fact: that Numerous Churches had been aposto- 
ttcally planted among the unlettered barbarians Br worp oF 
MOUTH ONLY ; and that, 4s these Churches received the doctrine 
of Christ's incarnate godhead (1PsE PER SE HOMINEM ADUNANS 
DEO) without ANY WRITTEN LETTERS, 80, still withoul ANY WRIT- 
TEN LETTERS, diligently guarding the ancient onAL communica- 
tion, they preserved inviolate and unchanged the same doctrine. 
Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 4. p. 162. 

(3.) To the illustrative testimony of Irenéus may be added 
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that, which is afforded by the Epistles of the great Apostle of 
the Gentiles. 

Every one of those Epistles was composed and published 
prior to the Gospel written by St. John. 

Now the same doctrines, which St. Paul taught m his 
Epistles by writing, he would doubtless teach to his converts 
by word of mouth also. For it is incredible: that he should 
write one doctrinal system, and yet that he should preack 
another. 

But, in the Epistles of St. Paul, according to the judgment 
of the ancient as well as of the modern Catholic Church (See 
above, append. i. numb. 1. texts 27—-34.), are contained some 
of the very strongest written attestations to the doctrines of 
Christ’s preéxistence and divinity. 

Therefore, as Irenéus most truly states under the aspect of a 
then well-known and familiar racr, these doctrines must, from 
the very beginning, and consequently long before the publication 
of St. John’s written Gospel, have been orally delivered, to all 
the first planted Churches, by the collective inspired Apostles 
themselves. 

IV. The well-informed student of ecclesiastical antiquity, 
who recollects that from the very first the Ebionites were con- 
demned as heretics, will readily absolve me from the necessity 
of taking any lengthened notice of Dr. Priestley’s assertion: 
that The early Fathers are far from giving the least hint of 
any primitive indwiduals having been excommunicated, om ace 
count of their believing only the simple humanity of Christ. 

Such an assertion: closely resembles but too many other 
assertions of the historian: and with this brief remark I dis- 
miss it. 

V. I might now freely yield to Dr. Priestley his twelve 
comparatively modern authorities: but, partly from a love of 
truth, and partly from a wish to give a distinct idea of his mode 
of writing history, I shal] not suffer them to stand without some 
examination. 
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The witnesses, whom he summons to attest the asserted 
pact; that St. John was the rinst, who, in his written Gospel, 
clearly and boldly taught the doctrines of Christ's preéxistence 
and divinity: are Origen, Eusebius, Chrysostom, Epiphanius, 
Jerome, Ambrose, Cyril of Alexandria, Marius-Mercator, 
Cosmas-Indicopleustes, Theophylact, Nicephorus, and Nicetas 
the Paphlagonian. Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 7. 
sect. 1. Works, vol. vi. p. 427—437. 

1. Now, of Dr. Priestley’s cited witnesses, two, namely 
Origen and Ambrose, are imperfect, and therefore insufficient, 
in their testimony. 

(1.) These two writers do nor say : that John was THE FIRST 
who taught the doctrines of Christ's preéxistence and divinity 
with clearness and boldness ; whence, anterior to the publication 
of hts Gospel in the year 69, the great body of Christians must 
have been Unitarians, believing only the simple humanity of 
Chsist, and knowing nothing of his divinity or preéxtstence. 

But they only say, even according to Dr. Priestley’s own 
exhibition of their sentiments: that No previous EVANGELIST 
taught those doctrines so clearly as John; and that John almost 
alone, out of the four EVANGELISTS, has introduced them into Hs 
eosPEL. Orig. Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 5. Ambros. 
de consens. evangel. lib. i. c. 5. 

(2.) Now declarations of this description are widely different 
from a sweeping declaration: that, Before the publication of 
St. John’s Gospel in the year 69, the Church believed only the 
simple humanity of Christ, and knew nothing of his divinity or 
preéxistence. — . 

Sueh declarations, as those of Origen and Ambrose, respect 
solely, even ex professo, the four EVANGELIsTs. They refer not 
to any other of the inspired writers: for some of the strongest 
proofs of Christ’s preéxistence and divinity have constantly 
been adduced from the Epistles of St. Paul; all of which were 
written, as I have already observed, anterior to the Gospel of 
St. John. In regard to the specific plan and character, therefore, 
of the four cosPets exclusively, the declarations assert only, 


320 THE APOSTOLICITY APP. Il. 


what we all know to be true in fact : that John entered into th 
doctrines more largely, than either Matthew or Mark or Luke. 
The comparison, in short, lies, between John and the three 
other EVANGELISTS, not between John and Paul. 

2. A similar measure of inaccuracy characterises Dr. Priest- 
ley’s management of the language of Eusebius. 

(1.) That historian does not say: that John was THE FiRst 
who clearly taught in his written Gospel the doctrines of Christ's 
preéxistence and divinity ; and that, For want of such antecedent 
teaching, the Church, prior to the year 69, was doctrinally ant- 
trinttarian and humanitarian. 

He only tells us: that, While Matthew and Mark and Luke 
chiefly related those actions of our Lord, which were performed 
after the imprisonment of the Baptist ; John detailed those which 
preceded that imprisonment, beginning his Gospel with his 
Master's divinity which by the Holy Spirit had been more pecu- 
liarly reserved to him as their superior. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. 
lib. iii. c. 24. 

(2.) Here, as inthe former case of Origen and Ambrose, we 

have nothing more than a remark, which exclusively affects the 
four EVANGELISTS. 
. Eusebius very truly states: that the fourth Gospel was 
written on a different principle from that of its three prede- 
cessors. For, while the three first Evangelists were led by 
the Spirit to give an accurate detail of the later actions of 
Christ, the fourth Evangelist was led by the same Spirit to note 
indeed his earlier actions, but chiefly to enter largely and fully 
into the doctrine of his divinity. 

(3.) In good sooth, had Eusebius asserted any such matter 
as Dr. Priestley would put into his mouth, he would have flatly 
contradicted himself. For, in the course of the very same 
chapter he tells us: that John, who had long orally preached 
the doctrinal truths of Christianity without using any written 
document, was finally induced to commit his sentiments and his 
information to the durability of immortal letters. The result 
of this was the production of the fourth Gospel. 
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According, then, to Eusebius, when Eusebsns is fairly allowed 
to tell his own story: what John finally committed to wnimg, he 
had previously been in the constant habit of orally preaching. 

Now, what Joka orally preached, we are quite sure, that ell 
kis other brethren of the Apostolical College, equally and har- 
moniously, preached orally likewise. 

The testimony of Eusebius, therefore, instead of shewing 
that the doctrines of Christ's preéxistence and divinity were 
only for the first time clearly revealed to the Church when 
John published his written Gospel, distinctly shews the very 
reverse. For it shews: that The identical doctrines, which 
were finally committed to wrifiag, had always, before that time, 
been orally preached and declared. 

8. Much the same remarks equally apply to Dr. Priestley’s 
treatment of Chrysostom. 

(1.) This writer, after giving a comparative account of 
the four Evance.ists exactly similar to that of Eusebius, con- 
cludes with an observation, which contradicts, instead of corro- 
borating, the wild speculation of the modern histwrian of Early 
Opinions. 

John on the one hand, he tells us, and the three prior Evasx- 
GELIsts on the other hand, had respectively their own proper 
plan marked out by the good Spirit of God. Bat still none of 
them so rigidly adhered to their several plans, as not mutually 
to participate in the plans of each other. Thus, if John was 
not so absorbed im his higher theme of the Lord’s divinity, but 
that be could also briefly touch upon the economy of his 
human incarnation: Matthew and Mark and Luke, conversely, 
were not so tied to a bare narrative of actions, as to be silent 
in regard to his eternal preéxistence. For it was one and the 
same Spirit, who influenced the minds of them all. 

"O d¢ dkwov pera rovro Oavpacat, éxeivo padiora eimeiv éorev 
Sre pire ovroc, xpoc Tov inpndcrepoy Eavrov Adyow Ageic, Tig oé- 
covopiac HpéAnoe’ pre éxeivor, Ty wept raurng ErwouCaKdrer Oth= 
ynotv, THY Xpoawyuy toiynoay vxapity. Kai pdda eixérwc: ty 
yap hy ro Ilvedpa ro xevovv rac axavrey Wuxyag. Aco cai rod 
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hjy, wept ry dxayyedlay, éxcdeiZavro riv éudvoay. Chrysost. 
Homil. iv. in Johan. i. 1. 

(2.) Instead of setting John in a sort of opposition to the 
three prior Evangelists, as Dr. Priestley would have him do: 
Chrysostom avowedly celebrates the abundant (xoAAdy) mutual 
concord and harmony of all the four. 

4. Let us next pass conjointly to Epiphanius and Jerome. 

(1.) Dr. Priestley’s grave adduction of these two writers is 
not a little unaccountable: for, like Chrysostom, they bear 
testimony directly adverse to the opinion, which they are oddly 
brought forward to support. 

Epiphanius declares: that John wrote his Gospel to call back 
into the fold of the Church those who had unhappily strayed 
from it into the heresy of Humanitarianism. Epiph. Heer. 
Ixix. 23. 

And Jerome asserts: that the Apostle composed his Gospel, 
at the tntreaty of the Asiatic Bishops, for the purpose of con- 
founding the Cerinthians and the Ebionites, who, though with 
some difference of modification, alike maintained, that our 
Lord had no existence before his birth from Mary. Hieron. 
Oper. vol. vi. Procem, in Matt. Evan. 

(2.) Thus speak Dr. Priestley’s two witnesses, Epiphanius 
and Jerome. 

If, then, John wrote his Gospel, to bring back those who 
had wandered from the truth of Orthodoxy tito the error of 
Humanitarianism ; and if he wrote at the request of the Asiatic 
Bishops, to confound the heresy of the Cerinthians and the 
Ebionites : it is quite clear, from the very necessity of such 
statements, that he could not, by the act of publishing his Gos- 
pel, have been the first who clearly and boldly taught the doc- 
trines of Christ’s preéxistence and divinity ; and it is equally 
clear, from the very necessity of the same statements, that the 
Church could not, anterior to the publication of his Gospel, 
have been ignorant of Christ’s preéxistence and divinity, and 
thence (as Dr. Priestley would persuade us) have believed 
only in his simple humanity. 
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For the wanderers, whom John sought to reclaim, had actu- 
ally strayed from those identical doctrines of Christ's preéxist- 
ence and divinity: and the Asiatic Bishops, at whose special 
request he wrote against the humanitarian heresy, certainly 
could not themselves, either have been ignorant of the doctrines 
im question, or have all the while been holding that very hu- 
manitarian dogma which they besought him to confound by the 
authority of his apostolical censure. 

Hence, even on the very surface of the case, it is manifest : 
both that the wanderers must have originally held the doctrines 
of Christ’s preéxistence and divinity, and that the Asiatic Bi- 
shops must always have held them. For no man can be brought 
back to what he had never forsaken: and no man can gravely 
urge the condemnation of a doctrine, which he himself has never 
ceased to maintain. 

Epiphanius and Jerome, therefore, are witnesses, not for Dr. 
Priestley’s wild speculation, but agasnst it. So far as their 
testimony can avail, they distinctly prove: that The doctrines 
of Christ's preéxistence and divinity were the familiar and esta- 
blished doctrines of the Catholic Church, serore St. John wrote 
aad published his Gospel. 

6. But the most gross and shameless perversion of an 
ancient author, which it has ever been my fortune to encounter, 
is involved in Dr. Priestley’s adduction of Cyril of Alexandria. 

(1.) The Emperor Julian had alleged: that Christians did 

not abide even by what had been declared by the Apostles. 
' For, said he, neither Paul nor Matthew nor Luke nor Mark 
had ever dared to call Jesus cop, but only the good man John: 
and he was induced to do so, merely because a great multstude, 
both in the greek and in the italian cities, had been infected mith 
the humour of deifying and worshipping the deceased. Cyril. 
Alex. cont. Julian. lib. x. p. $27. 

(2.) Such, in form was the allegation of Julian: and Cyril 
meets it, not by an acknowledgment of its general truth, but by 
a flat contradiction of it altogether. 

John, says he, was not the first, who called Jesus cov. But 
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those, who wrote before him, Luke, I mean, and Matthew and 
Mark, called him torp and cop: every where ascribing to him. 
the highest glory. 

"ANN ovde xpwrog Epn Ocov elvac rov Inaovy’ GAAG cal of wpo 
abrov yeypagorec, Aouxdc re pnt, kal Mar@atoc, cal péy rot cal 
Mdpxog, Kuptoy dé cal Ocdy wvdpaZoy abroy, ry breprarny ddéay 
drovépovrec ravraxov. Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian. lib. x. p. $31. 

The mode, in which the earlier Evangelists called Christ eon, 
he states to be, partly by their setting forth the fact of his 
miraculous conception in the character of EMANUEL or of Gop 
WITH vs, and partly by their denominating him THE SON OF GoD: 
inasmuch as the phrase, THE SON OF GOD, indicates, of necessity, 
The Son’s Consubstantiality and Coéternity with the Father. 
For, says Cyril, they well knew: that He is cop in nature and 
tn verity. See below, append. ii. numb. 10. 

Christ being thus true cop, because he is the consubstantial 
and coéternal son or cop, John (as Cyril proceeds to state) 
consistently teaches us: that Jn the beginning was the Word; 
and that God was with God. Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian. lib. x. 
p- 328. 

So much for the three earlier Evangelists. With respect to 
Paul, whom the Emperor had associated with them in his alle- 
gation, Cyril here again meets his opponent with a flat denial: 
and he proves his point, precisely as the Church Catholic in all 
ages has proved it. 

Paul, says Julian, never dared to call Jesus cop. 

You totally err, replies Cyril. For Paul expressly calls him 
GoD, when, in his Epistle to the Romans, he says: Whose are 
the fathers, and of whom as concerning the flesh Christ came ; 
who ts over all cop blessed for ever. Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian. 
lib. x. p. 328. 

(3.) These are the materials, on the strength of which, 
incredible as it may well seem, Dr. Priestley alleges Cyril, 
as asserting: that Neither Matthew nor Mark nor Luke ever 
taught the divinity of Christ; but that That doctrine was, Sor. 
the first time, publicly and boldly declared by St. John. 
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Doubtless, such an assertion is to be found in the Works of 
Cyril: but, in truth, the real proprietor of the assertion is, not 
Cyril himself, but the apostate Emperor Julian. 

6. The only witnesses, whom Dr. Priestley can now, in any 
sort, call his own, are Marius-Mercator, Cosmas-Indicopleustes, 
Theophylact, Nicephorus, and Nicetas the Paphlagonian. 

In my retired situation, I have not those authors at hand for 
the useful purpose of verification. But, if I may draw any 
inference from the general character of Dr. Priestley’s his- 
torical discoveries, I should strongly suspect ; that they have 
been grievously misrepresented: I should strongly suspect ; 
that they never affirm, what Dr. Priestley alleges them to 
affirm. 

Be this, however, as it may; even if they have advanced the 
monstrous and absurd assertion ascribed to them: still, in a 
question of the present nature, chronology alone might well 
forbid the assigning of any weight to their authority. 

Marius-Mercator, the earliest of Dr. Priestley’s remaining 
witnesses, lived in the fifth century: Cosmas-Indicoplcustes, 
in the sixth: Theophylact, in the seventh: and Nicephorus 
and Nicetas, in the ninth. 

Not one of them, in short, can be reckoned an ancient wit- 
ness: a witness, that is to say, who, from his nearness to the 
times of the Apostles, might give a really valuable and authori- 
tative testimony. 

In the professed redundance of Dr. Priestley’s evidence, he 
actually produces only a single solitary witness from the three 
first ages: and that witness, Origen to wit who flourished not 
earlier than the middle of the third century, is nothing to his 


purpose. 


NUMBER III. 


RESPECTING THE ALLEGATION, THAT ORIGEN DOUBTED WHETHER 
THE HOLY SPIRIT WAS NOT A CREATURE, AND THAT HE ALTO=- 
GETHER REJECTED THE RELIGIOUS ADORATION OF THE SON. 





I wave already noticed the extraordinary historical information, 
which Dr. Priestley professes to derive from the language of 
Origen (See above, book ii. chap. 4.): it may be useful, in the 
way of illustrating his very peculiar mode of writing history, 
to observe yet further his dealings with that ancient Father. 

I, Origen, Dr. Priestley tells us, considered it as doubtful ; 
whether, since all things were made by Christ, the Spirit also 
was not made by him: and the historian then proceeds to verify 
his remarkable assertion through the medium of a passage, in 
which Origen expresses no doubt at all. See Hist. of Early 
Opin. book i. chap. 9. sect. 1. Works, vol. vi. p. 303. 

This paradox may well nigh seem incredible: but the truth 
is; that the notion of Origen’s doubtfulness was hastily caught 
up, in direct opposition to his own express statement, from a 
superficial view and a total misapprehension of the preceding 
context. 

1. Origen’s imaginary doubifulness is, in reality, a brief 
account of three several opinions : one of which seems to be a 
purely hypothetical case ; and another of which is evidently 
meant, as an exhibition of the doctrine of the Patripassians. 

Since it ts a truth, says he, that all things were made by the 
Word: let us now inquire; Whether the Holy Spirit was also 
made by him. 
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Now I think: that a person, who believes the Spirit to have 
been made, and who alleges the text All things were made by the 
Word, must needs hold; that the Word made the Spirit. 

But the person, who denies that the Spirit was made by Christ, 
and who yet believes the assertion in the Gospel to be true, must 
maintam¢ : that the Spirit was unmade. 

A third person, again, may advance yet another opinion : for 
he may teach; that the Holy Spirit has no existence distinct 
from the Father and the Son. 

But, if this man will only give his attention, he may the rather 
think that the Son is distinct from the Father, inasmuch as there 
ts an evident distinction made between the Son and the Spirit in 
that text: Whosoever shall speak a word against the Son of 
man, tt shall be forgiven him; but, whosoever shall blaspheme 
against the Holy Ghost, he shall not have forgiveness either tn 
thss or in the future world. 

2. Such is the preceding context: and then follows the pas- 
sage, which Dr. Priestley adduces in connection with it, by way 
of proving; that Origen thought it a matter of doubt, whether 
the Holy Spirit was not made by Christ. 

But we, indeed ; who are persuaded that there are three hypos- 
tases, the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit; and who 
believe, that nothing beside the Father is unbegotten : we main- 
tain, as being more pious and true; that, although all things 
were made by the Word, yet the Holy Spirit is more honourable 
in degree than all those things which were made through Christ 
by the Father. Comment. in Johan. tom. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 56. 

8. Agreeably to this decision, which is plainly given in op- 
position to those who would either reduce the Spirit to the rank 
of a creature or confound him with the Father and the Son 
conjointly, Origen, in the course of the same Work where he 
makes it, more than once speaks of the Holy Ghost as being 
the third person of the Trinity: remarking, that, tf to the 
Father and the Son you add the Spirit, your theology will then 
be the best and the most perfect. Ibid. p. 397, 416. 

4, The speculation, Whether the Holy Ghost was not made 
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by the Word because all things were made by the Word, is ob- 
viously a mere quibble, which Origen amuses himself with 
discussing. But, as for his entertaining any doubt Asmself on 
the subject, his own words, even.as cited by Dr. Priestley, are 
utterly irreconcileable with such a notion. 

The Father, as the fountain of Deity, he maintains, with the 
‘Catholic Church in every age, to be alone unbegotten or self- 
originating : while the Word is the only-begotten Son of the 
Father ; and while the consubstantial Spirit proceeds from the 
Father by the Son. 

II. Dr. Priestley furthermore cites two several passages 
from Origen, for the purpose of shewing: that Origen alto- 
gether rejected the religious adoration of the Son. 

1. According to the first of the cited passages, Origen speaks 
as follows. 

No Christian prays to any other than to the God who is over 
all, by our Saviour, the Son of God, who ts the Logos and the 
Wisdom and the Truth. Orig. apud Hist. of Early Opin. 
‘book ii. chap. 4. Works, vol. vi. p. 254. 

(1.) In his wonted eager desire to establish by whatsoever 
means a favourite position, the historian has unluckily quite 
forgotten to tell his readers: that, in the course of the very 
same brief passage whence his citation is taken, Origen spe- 
cially disavows the opinion wherewithal it is attempted to saddle 
him. 

As he teaches us, that Christ is the living Word and God: 
80, in strict harmony with such instruction, he adds; that while 
we pray to the Father through the Word, it is also our duty, to 
supplicate the Word himself, and to offer up intercessions to 
him, and To PRAY TO HIM. 

Ilacay pev yap dénoty, cai mpocevxny, Kal Evrevicy, cal eb- 
Kaporiay, dvaneprréov rp Exi Tact Oeg, did rou éxi ravrwy dy- 
yérdwy dpyuepewe, Eupuxov Adyou cai Oevv. Aenodpeba cai avrov 
tov Avyou, kai évreviducOa abrg, cal evyaptorijcoper, kal IIPOX- 
EYSZOMEOA 6€, éav duvwpeOa caraxovey rpg wept xpocevyac 
Kuptorstiag cai xaraxpijcewc. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. v. p. 233. 
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After this, follow four lines, in which Origen reprobates the 
worship of angels: and then occurs the clause, from which, 
because it inculcates the worship of God the Father through 
the mediatorial Son, Dr. Priestley has rapidly learned and tri- 
umphantly communicated, that Origen REJECTED ALTOGETHER 
the worship of Christ. 

Aérn i éxvorhpn, xapaoricaca ry gio abrév xal é¢’ ol¢ 
eioww Exaoro: (scil. dyyédor) reraypévot, obx édcer GArAp Oapsety 
evyecOat, rp xpoc xayra CiapKei éxi radon Oey, dia rov Dwrijpoc 
hpey Yiov rov Oeov’ b¢ ~ore Adyoc, cal Yogia, cat ’AAOna, 
cai doa &)Aa déyove: repl abrov ai ray xpodnray rov Oecov xal 
trav dxoorédwy rov Inoot ypagal. Ibid. lib. v. p. 233. 

(2.) According to Origen, the Father is to be worshipped 
with his own proper worship; and the Son is also to be wor- 
shipped with ss own proper worship : inasmuch as the Father 
is God over all ; and inasmuch as the Son is the living Word 
and God. 

The opposition lies, not between the adoration of the Father 
and the adoration of the Son, but between the adoration of the 
Father through the Son and the tdolatrous adoration of angels. 

(3.) That part of Origen’s statement, which respects the 
adoration of the Son, whether it be in the way of intercession 
or of thanksgiving or of prayer, Dr. Priestley deliberately sup- 
presses: and then, citing alone that other part which inculcates 
the worship of the Father through the Son in opposition to the 
tdolatrous worship of angels, he, on the strength of this garbled 
citation, assures his readers; that Origen REJECTED ALTOGE- 
THER the worshtp of the Son. 

2. The historian, however, quotes yet another passage from 
Origen. | 

If we know what prayer is, we must not pray to any one of 
things produced, not even to the Christ himself, but to the alone 
‘God and Father of all things : to whom also our Saviour himself 
prayed. Orig. apud Hist. of Early Opin. book u. chap. 4. 
Works, vol. vi. p. 254, 255. 

In thus giving the words at least of Origen, Dr. Priestley is 
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certainly correct: for the Greek of that Father runs in manner 
following. 

"Edy dé dxovwper Ore xoré éort xpocevyh, phwore obderi rév 
yevynray xpoceucréoy éoriy, ovde avrg ry Xprorg, dAAG pdvy rg 
Og rey Sd\wy xal Marpi? § cal abroc 6 Lwrip dey xpooweyere, 
wc rapeBépeba, cal diddoxer Hpac xpocedyeoOa. Orig. de Orat. 
§ 15. Oper. vol. i. p. 222. Paris. 1733. 

(1.) Any person, who is moderately conversant with Ori- 
gen’s writings, will immediately perceive: that Dr. Priestley 
would put a sense upon this detached passage, which is utterly 
inconsistent with various other statements of that Father. 

Whence it will obviously follow: that Origen, though here 
quoted with verbal accuracy, has, in point of smport, been 
grossly misrepresented by the historian. 

Some few of these statements I shall present to the cautious 
reader: that so he may be enabled to form his own judgment 
on the matter now before us. 

In the recently considered passage which has been garbled 
by Dr. Priestley, Origen, we have seen, declares: that, while 
we pray to the Father through the Word, we must also suppli- 
cate the Word himself, and offer up our intercessions to him and 
give thanks to him, and pray to him. 

Acnodpeba dé cai abrov rot Adyov, cai évrevidpeba abrg, vai 
ebyaptoricopey, cal mpocevidpeba dé. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. v. 
p- 233. 

So likewise, in another passage, Origen declares of himself 
and of the whole colleetive Church Catholic: We worship one 
God, the Father and the Son. 

_ “Eva oby Ody, rov Harépa xal rov Yidv, Oeparevopey. Orig. 
cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 386. 

Again, in another passage, Origen similarly declares of him- 
self and of the whole Church: We recite hymns, to the alone 
God who is over all, and to his only Degotten Son God the 
Word. 

"Yuvouc yap eig pdvoy rov éxi waoe Néyopev Oedv cal rov 
Hovoyeriy avrov Ocov Adyor. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii, p. 422. 
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- So again, n-another passage, Origen teaches us to pray, both 
to God the Father, and to the only-begotien Word of Ged. 

Mévy ydp xpoececrioy ry txi rae. Oep* cai spostucrion ye 
Ty povoyeret Kai spwrorécy wdene cristwe Adyy Oeov. Orig. 
cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 395. 

Again, mm another passage, calling men away from the adora- 
tion of the Host of Heaven, he says, contradistinctively to 
them: We will worship, the Father who is the author of all 
prophecies in them, and the Word of God who administers them. 

Obs obrwe abrovc, ddA roy Haripa rey év avroic xpognrewy, 
cal roy dexovoy abrwy Acyor rov Ot0¥, xpooxvrhcoper. Orig. 
cont. Cels. lib. v. p. 239. 

And, yet again, in another passage, he exhorts: that prayer 
should be offered to the Word of God who 1s able to heal us. 

Obdery Frrov cai 6 rowovroc ebyécOw ry Adyy Tov Oeov, dvva- 
ptivy avrov idsasOa:. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. v. p. 238. 

(2.) With such positive declarations before us, to which it 
were an easy task to add many others, we may be quite sure, 
unless Origen be the very pink of self-contradictive inconsist- 
ency: that Dr. Priestley, when, in his own sense of that 
Father’s words, he would exhibit him as roundly declaring, 
that We ought not to pray to Christ, has grievously, though 
peradventure through sheer ignorance quite unwittingly, mis- 

For, if, in the second cited passage, Origen be thus under- 
stood, we shall make him hopelessly and utterly irreconcileable 

(3.) It will be asked: What, then, could Origen design to 
intimate in the singular passage now under consideration ? 

I reply: that the passage before us, adduced and (so far 
as its import is concerned) misrepresented by Dr. Priestley, 
merely sets forth one of those refinements, in which Origen 
so much delighted to expatiate. 

As the whole context of the passage shews, he would teach 
us: that, under two several aspects, prayer is not to be offered 
to Christ. 
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Thus, Christ is not to be prayed to, under the aspect of That 
which has been born, or under the aspect of The tncarnate Son’s 
human nature. For adoration is due to the Essential Deity 
alone. 

And thus, again, Christ is not to be prayed to, under the 
aspect of Our High-Priest or Mediator. For, in that capacity, 
his ecumenical office is, not to receive our prayers as addressed 
immediately to himself, but to present them intercessively to 
the Father. 

But, though, in the judgment of Origen, Christ ought sot to 
be prayed to, under either of these two precise aspects: yet, 
as Origen himself in numerous passages elsewhere instructs us, 
this is no reason, why prayer should not be offered to him, as 
God the Son, the eternal Word, inseparably united to the Father 
tn the substance of the strictly one Godhead. 

Accordingly, as Dr. Priestley ought to have known and to 
have stated, Origen actually refers to such a distinction in the 
very passage, which was first cited, and which has been so 
daringly garbled by the faithless historian. 

We shall supplicate also the Word himself, and offer up our 
intercessions to him, and give thanks to him, and pray to him: 
IF, RESPECTING PRAYER, WE SHALL BE ABLE TO UNDERSTAND 
DICTIONAL PROPRIETY AND INCORRECT ABUSE. 

Aenocpeba dé xal abrov rou Adyov, cai évreviducOa aire, cai 
ebyaptorhoopey, cal rpocevidueba dé, Edy dvvwyeOa xaraxovery 
Tijg Kept wpocevyiic Kuptodellac cal Karayphoewc. 

Here we have the distinction in form, stated, exactly where 
it ought to be stated, regularly and explicitly. 

We must not, says Origen, pray to Christ, as Our High- 
Priest and our Mediator: nor yet must we pray to him, as 
That which according to his human nature has been produced. 
For, when Christ is thus viewed, we must pray to no other 
than God who is over all: and, if, under either of these two 
aspects, we pray to Christ, we pray to him (what Origen calls) 
catachrestically or abusively. 

But, to the Word himself, as One God from all eternity with 
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the Father, it is our duty two offer every form of suppiication, 
even as we offer % to the Father. For. when Christ is thus 
viewed, we pray to ham (as Origen speaks) cyrisdezicallg ov 
with strict dictional propriety. 

(4.) Thus, from two passages, the one shamelessly garbled, 
and the other woefully misrepresented, Dr. Priestiey, m de- 
fiance of Origen’s repeated declarations to the comtrary, would, 
to his unwary readers, exhiba that Facher, as, totally and under 
every aspect, nesuctise the dictae adoration of Christ. 

On the second passage from Origen’s Treatise on Prayer, 
sented, there is an excellent note by Mr. Reading, which 1s 
given in the Paris edition of Origen. See Origen. Oper. vol. 1. 
p- 917, 918. Paris. 1783. The mquirer may also profitably 
consult the remarks in Huet. Origenian. lib. i. c. 2. quest. 2. 
§ xxix. 


NUMBER IV. 


RESPECTING THE OPINION ENTERTAINED BY THE JEWS CONCERN- 
ING THE MESSIAH AT THE TIME OF OUR LORD'S FIRST ADVENT. 





SECTION I. 


THE CAUSE AND PLAN OF THE INQUIRY. 


Dr. Prigstiey has attempted to perplex the subject of our 
Lord’s divinity by talking of the prodigious change of ideas 
which must have occurred, when the Apostles, ceasing to view 
him as a mere man like themselves, began additionally to esteem 
him the Most High God: and he thinks, that we can find no 
trace of any such change recorded in Holy Scripture. On 
these matters, he is so positive, that he is sure it must be 
acknowledged, even by the Trinitarian himself: that The first 
tdeas, which the Apostles entertained concerning Christ, were ; 
that he was a mere man like any other mere man. Hist. of 
Corrupt. part i. introd. Works, vol. v. p. 14, 15. 

I. I know not, that the Trinitarian is any way bound to seek 
an answer to curious questions of this description, merely be- 
cause it has pleased Dr. Priestley to propound them. 

The burden of chronological demonstration rests upon those, 
who reject the doctrines of the Catholic Church ; not upon those, 
who maintain them. 

If the tenet of Christ’s godhead be a corruption, and if it were 
unknown to the primitive believers: it is the business of those, 
who advance such a charge, to make it good, by pointing out 
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specifically, the precise time when, and the precise person by 
whom, it was introduced into the Church ; a matter, as we have 
seen, given up by Dr. Priestley himself in utter despair. 

As for those who receive the tenet, it is amply sufficient for 
them to have learned: that Thomas, without censure, openly 
addressed his Saviour as his God; that the protomartyr Ste- 
phen closed his mortal career, by solemnly invoking him with 
prayer and intercession; that John explicitly declared him to 
be God; that Paul, while he pronounced him to be God over 
all, used language respecting him, which is inapplicable save 
to THE DEITY ; that the primitive believers were familiarly, from 
their ordinary practice, denominated those who tnvocate the 
name of Christ; and that the early writers of the Church, who 
must have best understood the real doctrine of the Apos- 
tles, understood all these matters precisely as they are now 
understood by modern Trinitarians. To them it is enough, 
that the doctrine has been revealed: and, if their opponents 
think otherwise, they call upon them demonstratively to point 
out a period, when the doctrine extsted not in the Church ; they 
call upon them to specify the time when and the person by whom, 
the doctrine was first introduced into it. 

This, I think, would be quite a sufficient answer to Dr. 
Priestley’s curious inquiries: nor is the Catholic bound to fur- 
nish any other reply. But, though he be not bound, he may of 
his own good pleasure prosecute the matter further: and, as it 
involves a subject of considerable interest and of some difficulty 
to the Humanitarian, I shall enter into it a little more at large. 

II. If Dr. Priestley means only to say; that, When the seve- 
ral Apostles first accidentally beheld Christ, or when they were 
frst introduced to him as one person is introduced to another, 
they supposed him to be a mere man like themselves : his asser- 
tion, no doubt, will be readily admitted even by the most stre- 
nuous Trinitarian. 

But, if he means to say; that They still continued to hold the 
same opinion, when they believed and acknowledged him to be the 
promised Messiah : we must have something more cogent, than 

7 . 
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the mere assertion of the historian, to induce us to adopt his 
sentiments. ) 

1. The first disciples of our Lord, previous to their receiving 
any particular instruction from him, must certainly have enter- 
tained that opinion respecting the promised Messiah, which 
generally prevailed among their countrymen. 

Hence, when they, subsequently and concretely, confessed 
Jesus of Nazareth to be the Messiah : they must forthwith have 
entertained that identical opinion respecting Jesus, whatever the 
opinion itself might be, which they had antecedently and ab- 
stractedly entertained respecting the Messiah. 

2. Thus far, the matter is perfectly clear: and, from this 
point, the sole question is; WHAT opinion, respecting the 
Messiah, was entertained by the Jews, at the time of our Lord's 
Jirst advent ? 

III. The question before us is settled, in a way more sum- 
mary than satisfactory, by the historian of the Corruptions of 
Christianity. 

The Jews, says he, were taught by their prophets to expect a 
Messiah, who was to be descended from the tribe of Judah and 
the family of David ; a person, tn whom themselves and all the 
nations of the earth should be blessed: but none of their pro- 
phets gave them an idea of any other than a man like themselves 
tn that illustrious character ; and no other did they ever expect, 
or do they expect to this day. Hist. of Corrupt. part i. introd. 
Works, vol. v. p. 14. 

Those, who are conversant with Dr. Priestley’s historical 
productions, must be fully aware; that rashness, rather than 
accuracy, is the grand characteristic of his assertions: and, 
indeed, so generally, from long experience, have I found this 
to be the case, that I may safely say ; whenever some bold and 
extraordinary allegation has tempted me to consult the authority 
upon which it professed to be founded, that I have invariably 
been led to the discovery either of some gross falsification or of 
some complete perversion or of some ignorant misapprehen- 
sion :. insomuch that an allegation of this sort, upon the first 
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blush, now always leads me to anticipate, as a thing of course, 
either misconstruction or inaccuracy. 

That The Jews, tn the present day, professedly expect only a 
man in the character of their Messiah : is readily allowed. 

But, that None of the ancient prophets gave them an idea of 
any other than a man like themselves tn that tllustrious cha- 
racter, and that No other than a mere man did they EVER 
expect: can be considered only in the doubtful light of hardy 
asseverations, cheaply thrown out at random, according to his 
wont, by the rapid historian of the Corruptions of Christianity. 

1. With respect to the ancient prophets, it will be sufficient 
to observe; that those, who announce the Messiah, as The 
Wonderful One, as The mighty God, as The Lord the messenger 
of the covenant whose temple was the temple of Jehovah himself, 
as The Ruler in Israel whose goings forth have been from old 
even from everlasting, as The Sun of righteousness, as Jehovah 
sent by Jehovah, as Jehovah himself whose precursor should be 
the mystical prophet Elijah, as God whose throne should be for 
ever and ever : it will be amply sufficient to observe, that those, 
who employ such language, can scarcely be said to have given 
the Jews an tdea of nothing more than a man like themselves in 
that tllustrious character. And be it remembered, that these 
several predictions were believed by the Rabbins of old to 
relate to the Messiah: the application of them is not a modern 
figment of Christians. 

2. To make this observation, respecting the ancient prophets, 
will be quite sufficient. Whether Dr. Priestley’s other asser- 
tion, that The Jews NEVER expected any save a mere human 
Messiah, be more accurate, will form a very curious subject of 
investigation. 

In prosecuting such an investigation, I shall not have recourse 
to the well known Work of Dr. Allix; though, from the very 
language of the Rabbins themselves, that Work clearly enough 
establishes many points in the arcane theology of the Sanhedrim, 
which cannot but displease the School of modern Antitrinita- 
rianism : neither shall I advert to the remarkable system of 
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doctrine, propounded and advocated by the Jew Philo, as early 
as the middle of the first century. 

On the contrary, I shall take the simple and unexceptionable 
course of appealing to the documents of the New Testament: 
and, if I should be tempted to call in the evidence of Justin 
and Maimonides by the way of corroboration, still, unless I be 
much mistaken, even those documents alone will be found 
quite sufficient to evince the erroneousness of Dr. Priestley’s 
assertion; that No other, than a mere human Messiah, did the 
Jews EVER expect. 


SECTION II. 


EVIDENCE PROM JOHN VII. 26, 27. 


2 


When the contemporaries of our Lord were led to speculate 
on the question, Whether he could possibly be the Messiah or 
not, they expressed, we are told, their abstract sentiments 
respecting that mysterious character, in the following very 
remarkable terms. 

Do the rulers know indeed, that this ts the very Christ ? 
Howbeit, ne know this man, whence he is: but, when the Christ 
cometh, no man knoweth whence he is. John vii. 26, 27. 

I. I am fully aware, that an attempt has been made to ex- 
plain or to nullify this extraordinary passage by the adduction 
of an alleged Jewish tradition: but I have been not a little 
amused by the simple operation of tracing backward the legend 
i question to the authority, upon which it has been made ulti- 
mately to repose. 

The Editor of the Improved Version, with his usual compen- 
dious dogmatism, boldly remarks upon the text: that Jt was 
a tradition of the Jews; that,’after the Messiah was born, he 
would be conveyed away and miraculously concealed, till Elias 
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came to reveal and anoint him. For this note, the Editor’s 
professed authority is Dr. Whitby. 

On turning to Dr. Whitby’s Commentary on the New Testa- 
ment, I found not a syllable about any miraculous conceal- 
ment ; the miracle being an improvement, the sole property of 
which is vested in the Editor: but the legend itself I found 
stated, as follows. 

This is doubtless spoken from the vain traditions of their 
Rablbins: who owned, indeed, that their Messiah was to be 
born at Bethlehem ; but who imagined, that he was presently 
to be conveyed thence and concealed till Elias came to anoint 
him. 

For his authorities, Dr. Whitby refers to the Targum on 
Micah and to the statement of Trypho in Justin Martyr. 

1. The words of the Targum, which is the first of Dr. 
Whitby’s authorities for the asserted legend, are these. 

Thou, O Messiah, who lyest hid for the sins of the children of 
Zion, to thee shall the kingdom come. Targ. on Micah iv. 8. 

Here the Messiah is doubtless described, as lying hid for 
the sins of Israel: but, whether there is any reference intended 
to the alleged tradition, or whether (what seems much more 
probable) the place means only that the sins of Israel might 
prevent the manifestation of the Messiah at his appointed time 
and thus cause him to lie hid for the sins of the children of 
Zion (a notion, well known to prevail among the Jews), cannot, 
I think, be determined independently of other information. 

2. This information I might well have expected to find in 
Justin, had I not already been tolerably acquainted with the 
writings of that Father. 

Now, from such an acquaintance, I can securely assert: that 
not the smallest trace will the most diligent inquirer be able to 
discover, either of the Editor’s recently invented miracle, or of 
Dr. Whitby’s conveyance from Bethlehem and subsequent con- 
cealment. 

(1.) Respecting both the one and the other, Trypho, though 
regularly adduced as an authority, is profoundly silent. 

zz 
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The jewish disputant merely intimates: that the Messiab, 
after his birth, would not be conscious that he was the Messiah; 
and that the Messiah himself (and thence of course his neigh- 
bours) would remain in this state of ignorance as to his true 
character, until Elias should have anointed him, and thus should 
have made him publicly known to all. 

As for any assertion, that even this state of temporary un- 
consciousness of character was the result of the sins of the 
children of Zion; most assuredly no such assertion is ever 
made by Trypho. I subjoin, however, his own words, that 
every person may be able to judge for himself. 

Xptordg O€, ei eal yeyéynrat kai gore wou’ Gyvwords éort’ cal 
ode abréc xw Eavrov exiorarat ovde Exe ddvaply riva, péxptc 
dy éXOwy "HAlac xploy abrév cal gavepoy zac xohon. Justin. 
Dia]. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 174. 

(2.) According to Trypho’s account of the speculation, just as 
Saul lived in his native place until manhood, wholly unconscious 
that in the counsels of God he was destined to the kingdom of 
Israel; so would the Messiah live quietly in his native place 
unti] manhood, wholly unconscious that in the counsels of God 
he was destined to the Messiaship: and, just as Saul was un- 
aware of his appointed lot, until anointed and publicly proclaimed 
by Samuel ; so would the Messiah be unaware of his appointed 
lot, until anointed and publicly proclaimed by Elias. 

How, then, could such a supposed circumstance (and this is 
the whole that Trypho tells us) lead the Jews to say: When the 
Christ cometh, no man knoweth whence he is ? 

The legend merely intimates: that the Messiah would for a 
season live privately among his kinsmen and neighbours, un- 
conscious of his being the predicted Messiah. 

Hence, most assuredly, the persons, who received this legend, 
must also have believed: that, when at length he should be 
anointed to his high office, every one of his pristine kinsmen 
and neighbours would know perfectly well, both whence he was, 
and where he had previously resided. 

Consequently, from their reception of any such legend as that 
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given by Trypho, the Jews, our Lord’s contemporaries, could 
never have been led to say: When the Christ cometh, no man 
knoweth whence he ts. 

In other words, the legend, as given by Trypho, accounts 
not, in the smallest degree, for the very peculiar language, em- 
ployed by the Jews, our Lord’s contemporaries. 

3. There is, indeed, a wild figment, given in the Jerusalem 
Berachoth and in the Bereshit Rabba, which bears some re- 
semblance to the legend detailed by the Editor and Dr. Whitby: 
but, from the very nature of its chronological construction, it 
cannot serve the purpose of rabbinically illustrating the text 
in St. John’s Gospel. 

(1.) According to this figment, Messiah was born on the day 
when the temple was destroyed by Titus: and afterward, at 
the age of five years, and in the presence of Elias, was suddenly 
rapt away to the great sea. While the prophet was lamenting 
the disappearance of the hope of Israel, the Bath-Kol was 
heard to declare: that, after remaining four hundred years in 
the great sea, and eighty years in the ascent of smoke with the 
sons of Korah, and eighty years in the gates of Rome, he should 
return and rule over every great city even to the time of the 
end. See Raymund. Martin. Pug. Fid. par. ii. c. 7. 

(2.) Such is the figment. But, since it must have been 
fabricated after the destruction of the temple, it clearly cannot 
be legitimately employed to elucidate a remark of the Jews, 
which was made in the days of our Lord or nearly forty years 
before the destruction of the temple. 

II. Setting then aside the idle legend, which the Editor with 
a gratuitous improvement of his own has borrowed from Whitby, 
and which Whitby purports to have discovered where it cer- 
tainly cannot be found, we may reasonably ask: What could 
the Jews mean, in saying; When the Christ cometh, no man 
knoweth whence he is ? 

1. Had our Lord’s contemporaries expected a mere man like 
themselves (which, Dr. Priestley assures us, was the fact), they 
could not but have been aware, that hundreds must have known 
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his origin: for how could an individual be born like any other 
man, and live among his kindred in his native place to the age 
of maturity ; while yet all his neighbours should be ignorant, 
both of his parentage, and of his local habitation? The thing 
is clearly impossible: and, with such views of the Messiah's 
character, the Jews never could have employed such phrase- 
ology. 

2. What then did they mean by their language, as recorded 
by St. John? 

They indisputably referred, I think, to the familiar declara- 
tion of one of their own ancient prophets. 

Out of thee, Bethlehem, shall he come forth unto me, that is to 
be ruler in Israel: whose goings forth have been of old, from 
everlasting. Micah v. 2. 

To suppose, that our Lord’s contemporaries expected a mere 
human Messiah or (in the language of Dr. Priestley) a man like 
themselves, is irreconcileable with the testimony of the sacred 


historian. 


SECTION III. 


EVIDENCE FROM THE JEWISH ESTIMATION OF A CLAIM OF THE 
MESSIAHSHIP. 


But it may be said, that the language of the Jews, though 
sufficient to prove their belief in the mysteriousness or the pre- 
existence of the Messiah, is insufficient to prove their belief in 
his divinity. 

Be it so: yet, even in that case, enough will have been ad- 
duced to shew the total inaccuracy of Dr. Priestley’s assertion; 
that The Jews NEVER expected any other Messiah than a mere 
man like themselves. But the remarkable passage, which I have 
last considered, is not the only one, from which the sentiments 
of the ancient Jews may be collected. 
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I. When Pilate openly exculpated our Lord from all crimi- 
nality, the whole assembled multitude of the Jews gave him the 
following answer. 

We have a law: and, by our law, he ought to die ; BECAUSE he 
made himself the Son of God. John xix. 7. 

Such, be it observed, was the general languaze of the people 
at large: and, with it, the particular language and action of the 
high-priest perfectly corresponded. 

The high-priest answered and said unto him: I adjure thee 
by the living God, that thou tell us, whether thou be the Christ 
the Son of God. Jesus saith unto him: Thou hast said. Never- 
theless, I say unto you: Hereafter shall ye see the Son of man, 
sitting on the right hand of power, and coming in the clouds of 
heaven. Then the high-priest rent his clothes, saying: He hath 
spoken blasphemy: what further need have we of witnesses ? 
Behold now, ye have heard his blasphemy. What think ye? 
They answered and said: He is guilty of death. Matt. xxvi. 
63—66. 

1. From these passages, it is demonstrably evident : that, Jn 
the judgment both of the high-priest and of the Sanhedrim and 
of the whole Jewish nation at the time when our Lord appeared 
upon carth, a claim of the Messiahship, by one who was counted 
a mere man like themselves, constituted a species of blasphemy, 
for which the Law of Moses had appointed the penalty of death. 

(1.) Now, in the whole Law of Moses, there is no statute, 
which, in so many words, pronounces A claim of the Mesiah- 
ship to be blasphemy, and which thence makes it a capital 
offence. 

Yet we may be sure, that persons, so well versed in their own 
Law as all the Jews were from the high-priest down to the 
peasant, would never have unanimously appealed to a provision 
of that Law, if no such provision had been in existence. 

What, then, could have been the particular statute, to which 
they all, with one voice, so confidently appealed ? 

Doubtless, they alluded to that enactment, by which it was 
provided : that, /f any prophet or dreamer of dreams should en- 
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tice them to THE WORSHIP OF FALSE Gops, he should surely be put 
to death by the punishment of stoning. Deut. xin. 1—I11]. 
Compare John viii. 56—59. x. 80—39. xix. 7. Matt. xxvi. 
63—66. Mark xiv. 60—64. Luke xxii. 66—71. 

(2.) To seek any other statute save this, under which our 
Lord could be adjudged to death as a blasphemer, will be a 
fruitless labour: and the mode, in which they must prescrip- 
tively have construed this statute for the purpose of bringing 
him within its provisions, affords a clear and distinct indication 
of the sentiments which they entertained respecting the pro- 
mised Messiah. , 

Jesus they considered as a person, who claimed to be a pro- 
phet, though they themselves disallowed his claim. In his pro- 
phetic character, he declared himself to be the Messiah and 
the Son of God. But, in the theology of the ancient Jews, 
Messiah or the Son of God was that Jehovah, the Messenger 
of Jehovah, whom they well knew their Fathers to have wor- 
shipped, and whom they revered as possessing undoubted di- 
vinity. Jesus, therefore, in their apprehension, by declaring 
himself to be the Messiah, declared himself to be God. His 
declaration, however, they rejected: and himself they deemed 
an impostor. Hence, as he arrogated proper divinity by the 
very act of claiming to be the Messiah, they pronounced him 
to be a blasphemer, who, by enticing them to the worship of 
himself, led them after a FALSE Gop from the one Jehovah. 
This construction of his conduct brought him within the sta- 
iute : and, for the blasphemy there described, he was sentenced 
to death. We have a lan, cried the whole body of the people, 
in strict accordance with the legal opinion of the high-priest 
and the Sanhedrim: We have a law: and, by our lan, he ought 
to die; BECAUSE he made himself the Son of God. The punish- 
ment, provided for the offence, was stoning: but, had our Lord 
been stoned, the prophecies would not have been accomplished. 
Hence, by the providence of God, Judéa had been reduced to 
a roman province anterior to his death: and the consequence 
was, that, under the roman government, the roman punishment 
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of crucifixion was sabstituerd for the hewexcal pamennerer of 
stoning. 

2. The judicial case of our Lord. fownced upon -be scacane 
in Deuteronomy, ts strongly dlestraeed. both by whar Sad a- 
tecedently happened to hameself, and by whae sabecqueaciz iup- 
pened to his disciples. 

(1.) On two several oecassons, 3s recorded, that the Jews 
attempted to stone our Lord: or, m other words, om two several 
occasions, it is recorded, that they attempted to mfSrr upon 
him the punishment ordamed for those blasphemers, who shoxid 
seek to introduce the worship of a raise perry. John vai. 
54—59. x. 22—39. 

' Now, on each occasion. the specific ground of their assanlt 
was the circumstance: that, from his own uncorrected hn- 
guage, they understood him, m his claimed capacity of the 
Messiah and the Son of God, to arrogate to himself the proper 
character of the Godhead. 

A claim of the divine Sonship, as they well knew, was iden- 
tical with a claim of the Messiahship: and a claim of the 
Messiahship, as they also well knew, was equivalent to a claim 
of divinity. 

Hence, when, in answer to their question whether he were 
indeed the Christ, our Lord styled God his Father and declared 
that he and his Father were one: the mode, in which the Jews 
understood his language and in which they vindicated their 
attempt to stone him, was by themselves expressly stated in 
manner following. 

For a good work, we stone thee not: but ror BLASPHEMY; and 
BECAUSE THAT THOU, BEIXG A MAN, MAKEST THYSELF GOD. 

The blasphemy, for which they stoned him, is declared to 
be The profane assumption of divinity by a mere human indi- 
vidual. But our Lord had made no assumption of divinity, 
save by the acknowledgment, that he was the Messiah, the Son 
of God, one with the Father. Therefore, most indisputably, 
so far as I can understand the purport of the allegation made 
by the Jews, they must have pronounced him guilty of making 
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himself God, sEcausE he claimed to be the Messiah: a cir- 
cumstance, which inevitably brings out the result, that They 
believed the Messiah to be God. 

This, according to their own statement, was the blasphemy 
which he had spoken: and this same was also the blasphemy, 
alleged against him by the high-priest and the Sanhedrim, and 
reéchoed by the whole body of the people. He claimed to be 
Messiah the Son of God: and therefore, in their estimation, 
he was guilty of blasphemy; Because that he, being a man, 
made himself God. 

. (2.) Exactly the same punishment of stoning was inflicted 
by the Jews, both upon Stephen and upon Paul: upon Stephen, 
mortally ; upon Paul, not mortally. Acts vil. 54—60. xiv. 19. 

The reason was: that each alike proclaimed Jesus to be the. 
Messiah, and that Stephen additionally asserted his own per- 
sonal view of him standing on the right hand of God in the 
glory of the Shechinah. 

Now, had the Jews, as Dr. Priestley assures us, believed, 
that The Messiah would be nothing more than a man lke them- 
selves ; they might have deemed our Lord and his disciples 
impostors or enthusiasts: but, if they entertained only such 
sentiments of the Messiah, it is difficult to comprehend, both 
why they should have charged the former with the arrogation 
of divinity because he claimed to be the Messiah, and why they 
should so furiously have proceeded to inflict the prescribed 
punishment of blasphemers upon persons, who, according to 
Dr. Priestley’s hypothesis, had done nothing more than pro- 
claim a particular individual to be the mere man whom the 
Jews expected under that well-known appellation. 

3. It may not be useless here to remark: that there is 
a curious passage in Limborch’s Friendly Conference, which 
strongly illustrates the ancient Jewish construction of the statute 
in Deuteronomy; though the hebrew speaker, unlike his fore- 
fathers, denies, not merely the godhead of Jesus in the con- 
crete, but the godhead of the Messiah himself in the abstract. 

(1.) Orobio insists: that, if the expected Christ should 
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teach the doctrine of his own divinity, he ought to be stoned 
for blasphemy as a false prophet. Such a thing, indeed, he 
deems utterly impossible. But still, putting it as an hypothe- 
tical case, he pronounces: that the penalty, annexed to blas- 
phemy, ought to be the punishment. 

Dato impossibili, quod Messias, quem expectamus, eam 
doctrinam Israelem doceret; jure foret, ut peeudopropheta, 
lapidandus. Limb. Amic. Collat. cum Jud. p. 111. 

(2.) The statute, alluded to by Orobio, is plainly that im the 
book of Deuteronomy, to which his forefathers similarly al- 
luded, when, speaking of our Lord, they said: We have a 
law: and, by our law, he ought to die; Because he made him- 
self the Son of God. 

- .4. Antitrinitarians sometimes attempt to nullify the con- 
clusion drawn from the peculiar language of the high-priest and 
the Jews, by saying: that blasphemy is a very indefinite term, 
and that it is used in several different senses. 

(1.) I readily allow, that the word blasphemy is not always 
employed in the same sense : but, with what pertinence such an 
observation is made in the present case, I am unable to discern. 

In the application of the charge of blasphemy against our 
Lord, there is not the slightest degree of indefiniteness. He is 
unanimously pronounced to be a blasphemer, on the specific 
ground of. kis claiming to be Messiah the Sonof God: and the 
nature of his blasphemy had already been strictly defined to 
be this; that, Jn claiming to be Messiah the Son of God, he, being 
aman, made himself God. Such was the crime alleged against 
him: and, for this crime, the Law, they assert, has appointed 
the punishment of death. 

Now, by what conceivable process, can a claim of the Mes- 
siahship be construed to be any species of blasphemy, for which 
the Law has appointed the punishment of death: if, in the 
opinion both of the judges and of the whole people, the Mes- 
siah was expected to be nothing more than a mere man lke 
themselves ? 

(2.) That the imputed blasphemy of our Lord was thought 
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to be of the very worst kind, is evident from the action of the 
high-priest. . 

Would he have rent his clothes with the most vehement ex- 
pression of horror, if he had considered Jesus as claiming to 
be nothing more, than what he and the whole nation deemed a4 
mere human prophet : a prophet, indeed, of higher rank than 
Elijah or Isaiah; but still, in universal hebrew estimation, a 
mere human prophet ? 

On such principles, the circumstance is utterly unnatural 
and overcharged and incredible. But, if we adopt the opinion; 
that, in the person of their Messiah, the Jews expected a per- 
manent manifestation of that exalted Messenger of Jehovah, 
whom they knew to be the acknowledged God of their fathers 
Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, and whom they knew to have 
been worshipped by their ancestors without any imputation of 
idolatry whenever he appeared upon earth: if we adopt this 
opinion, which exactly accords with and explains the recorded 
belief of the whole nation, that, When the Christ should come, 
no man could adequately know whence he was: if, I say, we 
adopt this opinion, all will be perfectly clear and reasonable and 
intelligible. 

The ancient Jews expected: that The Messiah would be a 
permanent manifestation of the worshipped Angel of Jehovah. 

Hence the blasphemy, of which Jesus was said to have been 
guilty, and for which he was finally put to death, was evidently, 
in ¢hetr apprehension, a clatm of proper and essential divinity. 

For, even according to their own explicit declaration ona 
prior occasion, as he could not claim to be the Messiah, without, 
at the same time, asserting his own godhead: so he could not 
claim to be the Messiah, without, at the same time, being guilty 
of that alleged species of blasphemy which consisted in making 
himself God. 

5. In this view of his pretensions they were doubtless con- 
firmed by the very tenor of his own language, when he was 
solemnly adjured by the high-priest to declare whether he was 
indeed the Messiah. 


a 
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Hereafter shall ye see the Son of man, siting on the right 
hand of power, and coming in the clouds of heaven. 

He was adjured to declare, whether be was the Christ the 
Son of God : and be not only answered im the affirmative; bet 
he also appropriated to himself the description of that august 
Being, whom Daniel beheld im the visions of the night, commg 
with the clouds of heaven, and taking his regal station before the 
Ancient of days. 

The whole amount of his claim was now as clear as the light 
of the firmament. With a sensation of mexpressible horror, 
the high-priest forthwith rent bis clothes, and exclaimed Blas- 
phemy. The cry was caught up by the Sanbedrim, and was 
reéchoed by the whole mass of the people. We hare a law: 
and, by our law, he ought to die ; secacse he made himself the 
Son of God. In thus claiming the Messiahship, be has been 
guilty of blasphemy: secause that he, being a man, has made 
himself God. 

6. Such was clearly the principle, on which our Lord was 
adjudged to be guilty of blasphemy: and it must be confessed, 
that, had he been a mere man, he would have been guilty; for, 
on the scheme of modern Antitrinitarianism, I see not the judi- 
cial possibility of his acquittal. 

But no charge of this description could have been rationally 
or even plausibly brought against him, unless the ancient Jews 
had held the divinity of their expected Messiah. 

Therefore I see not what conclusion can be legitimately 
drawn from the premises, save that such was actually their 
doctrine at the time when our Lord appeared upon earth. 

7. It will of course be recollected, that, with the abstract 
truth or falsehood of the doctrine, I have, in the present discus- 
sion, no immediate concern. 

I am now treating, not of the soundness of a doctrine, but of 
the reality of a fact. 

Dr. Priestley has asserted, that The Jews NEVER expected 
any other than a man like themselves in the character of the 
Messiah. 
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Here we have a simple question of historical fact: and this 
question exclusively is now before us. 

II. In my view of this question I am the more confirmed by 
yet an additional circumstance, which is set forth in another 
passage of the New Testament. | 

The jewish contemporaries of our Lord avowepty held : that 
The claim of a proper Sonship to God was equivalent to a direct 
claim of equality mith God. 

But they likewise held: that The character of a proper Son- 
ship to God was inherent in the nature of the Messiah. 

Therefore they held: that The Messiah was equal with God. 

And thence, of very necessity, they also held, as they them- 

selves expressly declared: that Any mere man, who claimed the 
Messiahship, was guilty of blasphemy ; because that he made 
himself God, while yet he was no more than a mere man. 
1. The Jews, we read, sought the more to kill him: because 
he had not only broken the sabbath; but said also, that God was 
his own proper Father (xarépa tévov), making himself equal with 
God. John v. 18. 

2. Now we all know full well: that to call God our father, 
simply in that general sense wherein the phrase occurs in the 
Lord’s prayer and wherein the very Jews themselves were ac- 
customed to use it on their own behalf (John viii. 41.), is by no 
means to make ourselves equal with him. 

But Christ, as he was understood by the Jews (no matter, so 
far as the present argument is concerned, whether they under- 
stood him aright or not), so called God his own proper Father, 
as, in their apprehension, to claim an equality with God. 

Yet I think it evident: that no such idea could ever have 
been excited in their minds by the language of our Lord, unless 
ANTECEDENTLY they had believed in the abstract; that The 
Messiah, tnasmuch as he is the proper Son of God, ts, in that 
precise capacity, equal mith him. 

But no one can be equal with God the Father, unless also he 
be himself very God. 

Hence, from this yet additional unexceptionable evidence of 
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the New Testament, I cannot but deem it clear: that The an- 
cient Jews maintained the divinity of their expected Messiah, 
identifying him with that apparent Messenger of Jehovah who is 
declared to have been the God of their fathers Abraham and 
Isaac and Jacob. Gen. xlviii. 15, 16. Compare Hos. xii. 
3—5. Exod. iii. 2—22. Gen. xvi. 7—13. Judg. ii. 1—5. 
vi. 11—24. xiii, 2—23. Isaiah Ixiu. 9. See below, append. ii. 
numb. 10, 





SECTION IV. 


EVIDENCE FROM JUSTIN MARTYR AND MAIMONIDES. 





From a perusal of their own Scriptures and from the con- 
comitant instruction of the Levitical Priesthood, the jewish 
contemporaries of our Lord had, I think, derived those opinions 
respecting the promised Messiah, which may be collected with- 
out much difficulty from the history contained in the Gospels. 

At a subsequent period, hatred of Christianity led to the 
abandonment, or rather (to speak more accurately) the sup- 
pression and concealment, of the ancient doctrine of the Hebrew 
Church. What had formerly been taught unreservedly to all 
the people, was gradually locked up and finally hidden in the 
Cabbala of the Rabbins: and the natural consequence was, 
that, in the course of some generations, it became, to the Laity 
at least, utterly unknown. 

Yet, that the old doctrine was secretly preserved, is, I think, 
indisputable. To say nothing of the writings of Philo, proof 
upon proof, from the very Works of the Rabbins, has been 
accumulated by the industry of Dr. Allix: and, when I con- 
sider the direct concurrent evidence afforded by the Evan- 
gelical History itself, I cannot but build much upon the cita- 
tions produced by that learned author. These citations tell 
their own story: and, if Dr. Allix had done nothing more than 
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simply collect and publish them without a single note or com- 
ment of his own, they alone, unaided and undiscussed and 
unexplained, would have been amply sufficient to corroborate 
and to verify the attestation borne so pointedly by the Gospels. 

I am the more led to attend to them, from the evidence 
afforded at a very early period by Justin Martyr, and from a 
remarkable statement or confession made by Maimonides. 

I. Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho the Jew was carried on in 
the year 136: and it exhibits, in a curious manner, the state of 
theological opinion, which then prevailed among the members 
of the house of Israel. 

This discussion took place at so early a day, that we may 
reasonably expect to find in it some traces of the system which 
appears with such prominence in the Evangelical History : for, 
though the Jews had been desolated and dispersed by Titus in 
the year 70, and though they were in the midst of their troubles 
from Adrian at the very time when Justin was discoursing with 
Trypho; yet, even shattered as their polity was, and distracted 
as was their condition, we can scarcely believe, that the doc- 
trine of their fathers, if it were indeed their doctrine, could so 
soon have been entirely lost or abandoned or concealed. 

Under such circumstances, an examination of the Dialogue 
cannot but be both interesting and important. 

1. We may, I think, clearly enough learn two points from 
this venerable monument of Christian antiquity. 

(1.) The first is: that The doctrine of the Messiah's mere 
humanity was then, among the more freethinking of the Hebrew 
Laity, beginning to supplant the ancient doctrine of his divinity. 

(2.) The second is: that The old doctrine of the Messiah's 
divinity, as it prevailed a century earlier in the days of our 
Lord, was still maintained by the Rabbins and thence apparently 
by the bulk of the people; that The subsequent system of con- 
cealment and suppression had not then commenced ; and, conse- 
quently, that, Zhe existence of the doctrine among the Rabbins 
was well knonn, both to intelligent Christians like Justin, and 
likewise to the Jewish Laity themselves. 

A. 





NUMB. 1V. ] OF TRINITARIANISM. 353 


2. Respecting the grounds of the doctrine, Trypho, Justin's 
antagonist, appears to have been somewhat ignorant: and, 
though he materially improves in temper toward the close of 
the Dialogue; yet, in the course of it, he is not a little conceited 
and opinionated. 

(1.) His ignorance is evinced from the wonder which he 
expresses at the line of argument taken up by Justin. 

That learned Father, mighty as he shews himself to be in the 
Scriptures, undertakes to prove, even from the writings of the 
Old Testament: that The promised Messiah was that Messen- 
ger of Jehovah, who yet himself was no other than Jehovah, who 
conversed with the ancient patriarchs, and who was worshipped 
by the house of Israel under the special aspect of the God of 
Abraham and Isaac and Jacob. 

In reply to the reasoning of Justin, Trypho exhibits a sort of 
stupid amazement: declaring, that he had never before heard 
any person, either thus examining, or thus inquiring, or thus 
demonstrating. 

“Hypeic xpoc rac ovr éxuxiycvvove dxoxpicetc ox éopey Erot- 
por’ Exedy ovcevdg ovdexore ravra épevye yroc, H Cnrovrroc, | dxo- 
decvbyroc, dxnxéapey. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 215. 

This answer of Trypho certainly indicates, either his own 
carelessness, or the discontinuance (for whatever reason) of 
rabbinical instruction. Yet, even under every disadvantage of 
the times, had his information been a little more extensive, he 
might have encountered the same line of argument in the Works 
of one of his own countrymen: for Philo, who flourished about 
a century anterior to him, would have taught him, that Justin 
could neither claim originality nor could be truly charged with 
singularity. 

(2.) The ignorance of Trypho, as might naturally be antici- 
pated, makes him not a little conceited and opinionated. 

As for what you assert, says he; that this person, being the 
Messiah, preéxisted as God before all ages, and that he then 
submitted to be born a man, and yel that he was not man from 
man in the ordinary course of nature: the whole of such asser- 

VOL. II. Aa 
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tion strikes me to be, not only a paradox, but even absolute 
nonsense. 

To ydp Aéyety oe, wpovrapyety Oedy Svra xpd alevywy rovroy 
rov Xproréy, elra xal yerynOjvat GvOpwroy yerdpevor tropeivas, 
kal Sri obx GvOpwrog éE dvOpwrov, ov pdvoy wapddoboy Socet por 
elvat, d\Ad cat pwpdv. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 207. 

(3.) After this ebullition of spleen and vanity, Trypho, in his 
next reply, goes on to state: that, In the universal optmion of 
the Jews, the Messiah would be a man born from men; and that 
Elias would come to anoint him to his high office. 

Kal yap wavrec Hpeic, rov Xptorov dvOpwroy & dvOpirev 
mpocdoxwpery yerhoerbat, kal rov 'HXlay ypleac abroy éhOdrra. 
Dial. Oper. p. 207, 208. 

Now it is a curious circumstance, that, while Trypho petu- 
lantly rejects the very idea, of Jesus being the Messiah, and 
(in that character) of his preexisting as God before all ages: he 
does not venture to say, that his brethren universally denied 
the godhead of that Messiah whom they themselves expected. 

We all expect, says he, that the Messiah will be born a man 
from men. 

But he does not say: We all deny his divinity. 

This last proposition, be it observed, is by no means neces- 
sarily involved in the former proposition. For, as Justin be- 
lieved, that Jesus was God incarnate, born from the Virgm, and 
therefore (under that aspect) a human being born from a human 
being: so the belief, stated by Trypho as universal among his 
brethren, that Messiah would be a human being born from human 
beings, though it might exclude the doctrine of an incarnation 
of the Godhead from a virgin, does not of necessity exclude the 
doctrine of an incarnation of the Godhead in the course of 
natural conception and parturition. 

(4.) Trypho himself, and probably his companions at the 
debate with Justin, had adopted, precisely in the tone and after 
the manner of the modern Antitrinitarian School, the doctrine 
of the Messiah’s bare humanity: for he says to his opponent ; 


You are attempting to demonstrate a point incredible and well 
es. 
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nigh «possible, that God submitted to be bern and to become 
MAR. 

“Amtoroy yap cai désvaroy cyeior xpaypa irryepetc dxo- 
dsxvbvat, Ere Geode Urépecve yevrnOqra: cai GrOpwroc yevie@a:. 
Dial. Oper. p. 228. 

Bat, thoagh such were the avowed sentiments of the mds- 
vidual: I have thought it right, on account of what occurs m a 
subsequent part of the Dialogue, to point out the precedmg 
cautious peculiarity of his language ; in which he ventures not 
to assert, that the Jews of his time wirersally denied the di- 
vinity of the Messiah. 

$. Justin, evidently bearing in mind what his antagonist had 
said, and probably understanding it as a direct affirmation that 
the Jews universally rejected the doctrine of the Messiah's 
divinity, attacks him, in due time, upon this very position. 

Whenever, says he, we Christians produce to your Rabbins 
those Scriptures, which wnequivocally exhibit the Messiah, as 
liable to suffering, and yet as being adorable and as being God ; 
those Scriptures, I mean, which I have already cited to your- 
self: they are compelled to acknowledge, that these relate tm- 
deed to the Messiah in the abstract; but they dare to say, that 
this person, namely Jesus of Nazareth, is not the Messiah tn the 
concrete. Nevertheless, they fairly acknowledge: that the Mes- 
siah himself will come, and will suffer, and will reign, and will 
be GoD WoRTHY OF ALL ADORATION. Now this, surely, is, on 
their part, most ridiculous and absurd. 

"Ac & dy Néywper avroig ypagac, at ccapsnony roy Xptoroy cal 
saOnroy kal xpooxuynroy Kai Ocoy d&xoceveovety, ic kal rpoana- 
répnoa ‘piv’ rabrag cic Xptordy pév eipjoOar dvayKal dpevot cvve 
rlOevrat, rovroy dé pa elvac ror Xproroy roApwot éyecr. "EXev- 
oraOac 82, cal xaeiv, cal Baorrevoat, Kat mpooxuynroy yeveoBar 
Ozdy, Spodoyovary Sxep yedotoy Kai dvdnroy. Dial. Oper. p. 229. 

Here we have a direct assertion, openly made by Justin in 
the presence of Trypho and his companions : that The Rabbins, 
however they might expect the incarnation of their Messiah to 
take place, whether from a virgin or in the ordinary course of 

Aa 
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parturition, acknowledged, on the authority of their own Scrip- 
tures, that, although he would be destined to suffering, stell he 
would be GoD HIMSELF WORTHY OF ALL ADORATION. 

Justin, with much reason, urges the inconsistency of the 
Rabbins : because, while, on account of his sufferings, they 
objected to Jesus of Nazareth being received as the Messiah 
and thence as THE ADORABLE GoD; they themselves, all the while 
confessed, that their own expected Messiah, though cop worry 
OF ALL ADORATION, would nevertheless be Kable to suffering. 
But still the assertion, we see, is the broad and naked assertion 
of a Fact: a fact, accordingly, which Trypho was obviously 
reduced either to confess or to deny. 

You yourself, says Justin, may allege it to be a point increds- 
ble and well nigh impossible : that God submitted to-be born and 
to become man. But, though such may be your individual op- 
nion, it is not the doctrine of your Rabbins. They fairly ac- 
knowledge: that your expected Messiah will come, and will 
suffer, and will reign, and mill be Gop WORTHY OF ALL ADORA- 
tion. If he will suffer: he must be man; for God, as God, 
cannot suffer. If he be God and yet man also, as your Rabbins 
confess: God must submit to be born and to become man ; the 
very point, which you allege to be incredible and well nigh im- 
possible. Ina word, though your Rabbins deny Jesus of Naza- 
reth to be the Messiah: they acknowledge, that the Messiah 
himself will be GoD TO WHOM ALL ADORATION I8 DUE FROM HIS 
CREATURES. 

(1.) Such is the ract asserted by Justin. 

In what manner, then, does Trypho deal with this bold alle- 
gation of his antagonist ? 

Does he promptly ridicule it, to the high enjoyment of his 
hebrew companions, as a matter too absurd for the belief even 
of a Christian? Does he at once deny it, as a notorious and 
impudent fabrication? Does he readily retort: that the Rab- 
bins never made, or ever thought of making, such an acknow- 
ledgment ? Does he deservedly censure Justin for his gross 
controversial dishonesty? Does he, at the same time, express 
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his amazement at the infatuated hardyhood, which could gra- 
tuitously hazard an assertion, so liable to easy and immediate 
confutation and exposure ? 

- (2) Truly, nothing of the sort. 

To deny it, he ventures not : to confess it, after his own rash 
and presumptuous language, he is apparently unwilling. Hence, 
however singular it may appear to those who think with Dr. 
Priestley, he actually passes it over in total silence: and thus 
he tacitly acknowledges its perfect accuracy. 

He could, with ease and unconstrained freedom, ridicule the 
idea: that this person, as he contemptuously styles Jesus of 
Nazareth, should be the Messiah, and that he should have pre- 
éxisted as God before all ages. But he does not deny: that, 
in the scripturally formed judgment of the Rabbins, the Mes- 
siah, though a man destined to suffering, would yet be cop 
WORTHY OF ALL ADORATION. 
’ The taciturnity of Trypho is imitated by his hebrew com- 
panions. They all equally heard the assertion of Justin : but, 
to controvert it, not a mouth was opened. With one consent, 
it is suffered to pass unnoticed and uncontradicted. 

(3.) The whole matter is remarkable: but it is no more than 
what we might have expected from a School, which, about 136 
years before, had rightly applied ‘to the Messiah a prophecy, 
wherein the goings forth of that expected ruler in Israel are 
declared to have been of old, from everlasting. Matt. ii. 1—6. 
Micah v. 1, 2. 

In fact, this identical prophecy sets forth, in continued series, 
the two precise points, which Justin asserts the Rabbins to 
have deduced from the Hebrew Scriptures. 

The Messiah, they confessed, was destined to suffer: yet, as 
they also confessed, that same Messiah would be cop wortuy 
OF ALL ADORATION. 

Accordingly, Micah foretells: that The judge of Israel should 
be smitten, with a rod, upon the cheek ; and yet that His goings 
forth should be from of old, from everlasting. 

Il. As the doctrine of the divinity of the Messiah was be- 


358 THE APOSTOLICITY LAPP. Il. 


ginning to be denied by some of the Jewish Laity in the time of 
Trypho, though it was still confessed by the Rabbins ta be the 
ancient doctrine of their own Scriptures: so, through hatred to 
Christianity, the Rabbins themselves gradually suppressed and 
concealed it, until at length all knowledge of it was last save 
among those who were initiated into what they had conatituted 
the mysteries of their secret discipline. 

1. This is no mere phantasy of my own: my authority is 
one of the greatest of the rabbinical writers. The system of 
concealment, and the very principle upon which that syatem 
has been adopted, are most fully and explicitly acknowledged 
by the celebrated Moses Maimonides. 

All things, says he, which are spoken in the work of the cre- 
ation, are not to be understood accordmg to the letter, as the 
oulgar imagine. For, otherwise, our wise men would not have 
commanded them to be concealed: nor would they have vsed so 
much care in hiding them ta parables: nor would they have so 
studiously prohilited all discourse concerning them before the 
unskilful multitude. But, in truth, the literal interpretations of 
such matters etther produce evil thoughts and imaginations and 
opinions concerning the nature of God; or they overturn the 
foundations of the Law, and bring in some heresy. 

Whoever, then, possesses any knowledge in these points, let 
him beware of divulging it: as we have often admonished, im our 
own Commentary on the Mishna. 

Hence also our Rabbins say, in express terms: that, Frou 
THE BEGINNING OF THE BOOK TO THIS POINT, IT I8 FOR THE GLORY 
OF THE LORD TO CONCEAL THE WORD. 

But they have inserted this note after those particulars, which 
are written concerning the works of the sixth day: whence, the 
truth of what we have said is clearly apparent. 

Yet, because he, who has gained some perfection, is bound also 
to communicate it to others: therefore it must needs be, that 
those, who have learned any such secrets, whether by their ows 
industry or by the aid of a preceptor, should sometimes declare 
a fen of them. Still, however, this must nut be done openly and 

7 
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distinctly, but covertly and only by signs and hints; such as 
may be found scattered and mized with other things in the words 
of our more celebrated and more excellent Rabbins. I, there- 
fore, as you will observe, in these mysteries, often mention only a 
single word or saying, which may serve as a hinge to the whole 
matier: the rest I leave to those, to whom they ought to be left. 

Non omnia secundum literam intelligenda et accipienda esse, 
quee dicuntur in opere Bereschith seu creationis, sicut vulgus 
hominum existimat. Nam alias non precepissent sapientes 
ila occultari; neque tanta cura in eis abscondendis et parabolis 
involvendis usi fuissent; neque etiam tam studiosé prohibuis- 
sent, ne de iis sermo fieret coram imperita plebe. Sensus enim 
illorum literales vel gignunt pravas cogitationes, imaginationes, 
et opiniones, de natura Dei Optimi Maximi: vel certe fun- 
damenta Legis evertunt, heresimque aliquam introducunt. 

Quicumque vero aliquam in illis scientiam habet, cavere 
debet ne illa divulget ; sicut seepius monuimus in Commentario 
nostro in Mischnam. 

Hine claris verbis dicunt quoque Rabbini nostri: a PRinciPio 
LIBRI USQUE HUC, GLORIA DOMINI EST CELARE VERBUM. 

Dixerunt autem hoc post ea, que scripta sunt de operibus 
sexti diei: ex quo patet veritas illius, quod nos diximus. 

Quia vero is, qui perfectionem aliquam nactus est, tenetur et 
obligatur illam aliis quoque infundere et communicare :—ideo 
fieri non potest, quin illi, qui aliquid ex secretis istis, sive pro- 
prio Marte et industria, sive ope preeceptoris alicujus, appre- 
henderunt, nonnunquam pauca quedam dicant. Verum non 
apert@ et claré hoc faciendum est, sed tecté, et non nisi per 
signa et indicia, qualia sparsim et aliis rebus permixta, in verbis 
celebriorum ac preestantiorum Rabbinorum nostrorum, inve- 
niuntur. Ideoque et ego, ut observabis, in istis mysteriis, ssepe 
unius alicujus verbi vel dicti solum mentionem facio, quod cardo 
quasi est totius rei: caetera vero illis relinquo, quibus relin. 
quenda sunt. Maimon. Mor. Nevoch. par. ii. c. 29. p. 273, 
274. 
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2. In this very remarkable passage, the whole rabbinical 
system stands confessed and revealed. 

It is allowed to be a system of studied mysterious conceal- 
ment: and the hints, which are dropped by this eminently 
learned Jew as to the principle on which it was adopted, are so 
perfectly intelligible, that he who runs may read. 

The true explanation of the plural phraseology, which is 
employed by Moses in the history of the creation, and to which 
Maimonides palpably refers, was on no account, it seems, to be 
communicated to the profane vulgar: lest it should introduce 
heretical sentiments concerning the nature of God, and should 
subvert the foundation of the Law. To the privileged Rabbins 
alone such knowledge was to be confined : and, for the purpose 
of throwing dust into the eyes of the uninitiated Laity, some 
other exposition was to be devised, which might preserve them 
in their state of happy and unsuspecting ignorance. 

Accordingly, upon this principle Maimonides himself acts 
with perfect consistency. 

While he hints at the secret and concealed interpretation 
possessed by none save the rabbinical epopts, he himself kindly 
accommodates the vulgar with the idle unscriptural fancy of the 
house of judgment. Mor. Nevoch. par. ii. c. 6. 

8. The confession of Maimonides perfectly establishes those 
citations from the Rabbins, which have been made with so 
much copiousness by the learned research of Dr. Allix : while 
the undisguised purport of the citations fully explains, if ex- 
planation were necessary, the drift of the confession. 

From the confession we learn; that the Rabbins have long 
had a system of concealed interpretation, which respects the 
mode of God's existence as set forth in the plural phraseology 
employed by Moses in the history of the creation: from the 
citations we learn the specific drift and nature of that occult 
system. 

Finally, the whole matter is confirmed and demonstrated, by 
the testimony which is borne to the doctrine of the ancient 


an 
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Levitical Church, both by the inspired Evangelical History 
which is possessed by the Christian Church, and by the uncon- 
tradicted allegation of Justin Martyr. 

III. I cannot refrain from here placing upon record an asser- 
tion of singular intrepidity, which has been made by that zealous 
Antitrinitarian Mr. Haynes, and which has been cited with 
entire approbation by Mr. Lindsey. 

it ts very remarkalle, says he, that, in aux the books of the 
Old and New Testament, wheresoever the sacred writers intro- 
duce Almighty God speaking of himself, it is by the singular 
pronouns 1and mx. Lindsey's Sequel to Apol. p. 27. 

1. This REMARKABLE FACT is deficient in nothing, save the 
single article of veracity : in hardyhood, the assertion is super- 
abundant. 

Did Mr. Haynes and Mr. Lindsey imagine: that their 
readers, being altogether unacquainted with the Bible, were 
prepared to swallow whatever fictions they might be pleased to 
assert ? : 

Or is it possible: that they themselves could be wholly igno- 
rant of the existence of texts ; in which God, whose very hebrew 
name is most commonly written in the plural number and is 
constructed both with plural adjectives and plural participles, 
actually speaks of himself by the plural pronouns us and our ? 

(1.) God said: Let us make man m our mage, after our 
likeness. Gen. i. 26. 

(2.) And the Lord God said: Behold, the man is become as 
ONE of us. Gen. iii. 22. 

(3.) And the Lord said:—Go to, let us go down and there 
confound their language, that they may not understand one 
another's speech. Gen. xi. 6, 7. 

(4.) 1 heard the voice of the Lord, saying: Whom shall I 
- send, and who will go for us? Isaiah vi. 8. 

2. As texts of this description have been duly commented 
upon by Justin and others of the early Christian Fathers: so 
they have not been left unnoticed by the Jewish Rabbins Huna 
and Samlai and Moses Haddarschan and Jochanan and others 


Te 
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of the same School. Raymund. Martin. Pug. Fid. par. ii. o 3. 
pp. 484—490, 

To enter upon them, is not my present business. I merely 
record: that Mr. Haynes and Mr. Lindsey adduce, as an over- 
whelming argument in favour of Antitrinitarianism, THE VERY 
REMARKABLE FACT; that, Jn auu the books of the Old and Nen 
Testament, wheresoever the sacred writers introduce Almighty 
God speaking of himself, st ts by the singular pronouns 1 
and ME. 

Such is the Fact and such is the argument, by which two 
modern Antitrinitarians establish and defend their system. 





SECTION V. 


EVIDENCE FROM THE FLUCTUATING CONDUCT OF OUR LORD’S 
DISCIPLES. 


Whatever sentiments, respecting the Messiah, were enter- 
tained by the jewish nation at large: the same sentiments, we 
may be sure, must have been entertained by our Lord’s disci- 
ples in particular. 

Hence, when they acknowledged him to be the Messiah, 
they must have deemed him an incarnate manifestation of that 
Angel of Jehovah, who by their ancestors was adored as Jeho- 
vah himself, and who by Jacob was confessed to be the God of 
his fathers Abraham and Isaac. Gen. xlviii. 15, 16. xxxii. 
24—380. Hos. xii. 8—5. 

I. That their belief was mingled with much uncertainty and 
hesitation, and that it was from time to time accompanied by 
many painful and anxious misgivings, will probably be doubted 
by no person. 

1. Such a state of mind would only be the natural result of 


those additional opinions, which, in common with the great mass 
yO 
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of their countrymen, until their minds were fully enlightened, 
they held respecting the Messiah. 

It was confidently believed and expected: that the promised 
Savieur would appear in the dignified character of a mighty 
and vietorions prince, who would deliver the Jews from the 
hated yoke of the Romans, and who would speedily make them 
the triumphant head of the nations. 

2. Many familiar indications occur throughout the Gospels, 
that this was the original faith of our Lord’s disciples: and | 
every thing, which concerned his actual appearance, served to 
perplex and stagger that faith. 

It was not, I apprehend, that they had any doubt, as to the 
essential character of the Messiah in the abstract: but they 
yery often, I believe, doubted in the concrete; whether Jesus 
of Nazareth were the Messiah. 

On the one hand, his astonishing miracles, and that mild 
though irresistible superiority which as a perfect matter of 
course he evidently assumed, forced them, as it were, to con- 
fess, that he could not but be the Christ the Son of God. 

Yet, on the other hand, his lowly and unambitious appear- 
ance, so totally different from what they bad been led to antici- 
pate, often, from time to time, induced them to suspect that 
they were deceived and had been mistaken. 

IJ. This internal war of opinions will, I think, be evident to 
any person, who reads the Evangelical History with even a 
moderate degree of attention: and it will account for much of 
that singular variatian of conduct, which sa remarkably cha- 
racterised the collective body of the disciples. 

1. Nathanael, compelled by an invincible demonstration of 
our Lord’s omniscience, confessed him to be the Son of God, 
even the promised Messiah-king of Israel : and, in return, Christ 
strengthened his faith by appropriating to himself the mysterious 
vision which Jacob beheld in Bethel. John i. 45—51. Gen. 
xxvii. 1O—19. Hos. xii. 8—5. 

Yet, in no very long time after this occurrence, many of the 
disciples, offended at certain doctrines which they heard in- 
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culcated, went back, and walked no more with him. John 
vi. 66. 

2. On that last occasion, Jesus appealed to the twelve, whe- 
ther they also would go away: and Peter then, in the name of 
his apostolic brethren, professed a firm and assured belief, that 
he was Christ the Son of the living God. John vi. 67—69. 

Yet this very Peter, when commanded to leave the boat and 
to approach his Lord who was walking upon the surface of the 
lake, evinced a remarkable mixture of belief and unbelief. Nor 
was it, until Christ brought him safe into the veseel and stilled 
the tempest by a word, that the hitherto terrified and doubting 
disciples came and worshipped him, saying, what in hebrew 
phraseology was an acknowledgment of his divinity: Of a 
truth, thou art the Son of God. Matt. xiv. 24—38. See below, 
append. ii. numb. 10. 

$. The same mingled faith and uncertainty we may behold 
very strongly exemplified in a subsequent part of the sacred 
history. 

(1.) When Jesus was come into the coasts of Cesaréa Phi- 
lippi, he inquired of his disciples what character he generally 
bore throughout the nation at large. 

The reply was: that some believed him to be John the Bap- 
tist; some, Elias; and others, Jeremias or one of the prophets. 

Upon this, he put to them the direct question: Bué whom say 
ye that Lam? 

Here eleven out of the twelve disciples remained silent : 
while Peter, with a faith surpassing that of his brethren, readily 
answered; Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God. 

This reply procured for him a very remarkable attestation 
from the mouth of Jesus himself. Blessed art thou, Simon 
Bar-Jona: for flesh and blood hath not revealed tt unto thee, 
but my Father which is in heaven. Matt. xvi. 13—20. 

The attestation before us is the more extraordinary, because 
Peter was by no means the first person who had made this con- 
fession. In truth, it had already been made, both by Nathanael 
individually, and by all the twelve Apostles collectively in the 
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ship. Hence we are imperatively led to inquire, what our 
Lord can have meant, when he declared : that Peter’s confession 
was revealed to him, not by flesh and blood, but by his Father 
which is in heaven. 

(2.) The ground and purport of our Lord’s declaration I take 
to have been this. 

Hitherto, the confession had been made, so far as respected 
Jesus personally, with a considerable portion of doubt and 
distrust and hesitation. 

That the Messtah was the Son of the living God, or the 
worshipped Angel of Jehovah, or (as the ancient Paraphrases 
express it) the Word of the Lord; the disciples, like all the 
rest of their countrymen, were fully persuaded: and, in conse- 
quence, whenever they inclined to believe that Jesus was the 
Messiah, they forthwith confessed him to be the Son of the living 
God and the divine King of Israel. 

But this belief, unfixed and unstable, was perpetually flue- 
tuating. 

They had no assurance, that Jesus was the Messiah, beyond 
what arose from their own reasoning on his character and his 
miracles, In other words, the specific application of the Mes- 
siahship to the precise individual Jesus of Nazareth was re- 
vealed to them only by flesh and blood: for the sole ground, 
on which they could take up this opinion, was the exercise of 
their own unassisted intellect. 

Hence, as might naturally be expected, they sometimes be- 
lieved, and they sometimes doubted. 

But, at length, it pleased the Father which is in heaven to 
convey into the mind of Peter the full assurance of a divine re- 
velation. Every doubt as to the proper ascription of the Mes- 
siahship being thus removed, the Apostle, not merely m conse- 
quence of his own reasoning upon probabilities, but under the 
immediate influence of a divine revelation, now confidently ex- 
claimed : Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God. 

The confession of St. Peter, in short, was not a bare confes- 
sion of the Messiah's divinity tn the abstract: for that doctrine, 
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as we have seen, was, in the time of our Lord, held by the 
whole Jewish nation. Neither was it a simple hesitating de- 
claration, founded on apparently sufficient evidence: that Jesus 
of Nazareth, in the concrete, was the expected Messiah. But 
it was a heaven-inspired acknowledgment, free from every 
shadow of doubt and perplexity : that the person, who then stoad 
before them under the aspect of a man, was the Messiah, in 
that precise divine character of the Son of the living God, a 
filial emanation from the substance of the paternal fountain of 
Deity, under which he was universally expected. 

Ill. It is observable: that, so far from correcting the general 
belief in the important article of the Messiah’s preéxistence 
and divinity according to the specifically applied prophecy of 
Micah (Micah v. 1, 2. Matt. ii. 1—6), our Lord, by the praise 
which he bestows both upon the confession of Peter and upon 
the yet earlier parallel confession of Nathanael, clearly and dis- 
tinctly confirms it. 

Nor does he confirm it merely in words: on the contrary, 
by an action, at once most extraordinary and most significant, 
which followed the confession of Peter at an interval of only 
six days, he establishes, both the general doctrine of the Mes- 
siah’s divinity, and the particular ascription of the Messiahship 
to himself. 

In the remarkable event of the Transfiguration, Christ de- 
clared his godhead after a manner, which no devout and _intel- 
ligent Jew could misunderstand. He appeared, radiant in all 
the glory of the Shechinah : as Daniel beheld him, in the visions 
of the night; as Stephen saw him, immediately before his 
martyrdom ; as Paul viewed him, on his journey to Damascus; 
and as the worshipped’ Angel of Jehovah was wont, to display 
himself to the patriarchs, or to blaze in the burning bush, or to 
gleam from the cloudy pillar of fire. Moses and Elias were 
his attendants, thus fully confirming his claim of the Messiah- 
ship: and, to strengthen the faith of the witnessing Apostles 
and to remove the stumbling-block of his approaching cruci- 
fixion which had given such heavy offence to Peter even after 





NUMB. IV. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 367 


his inspired confession, they spake, we are told, of his decease 
which he should accomplish at Jerusalem. The intent of the 
vision could not be mistaken by those, who, as Justin speaks, 
believed, from the ancient prophecies, that the Messiah would be 
God worthy of ail adoration: and, as the three witnesses were 
charged to communicate it not until after his death, we may be 
sure; that, when he was risen from the dead, the important 
communication would be no longer, even for a moment, with- 
held. See my Sermon on the Transfiguration. Serm. vol. ii. 
serm. 4. 


SECTION VI. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION. 


I have now given a sufficient answer to the objection of Dr. 
Priestley: that, Jn Holy Scripture, we can find recorded no 
trace of the prodigious change of ideas which must have oc- 
curred, when the Apostles, ceasing to view Christ as a mere 
man like themselves, began additionally to esteem him the Most 
High God. 

I. The truth is: from the time of their acknowledging him 
to be the Messiah, they never, save when their concrete faith 
in his own particular Messiahship failed, viewed him as a mere 
man like themselves. 

1. In their minds, as in the minds of all their countrymen, 
the two ideas, of THE MESSIAH and THE WORSHIPPED ANGEL OF 
JEHOVAH, Of THE PROMISED RULER IN ISRAEL and THE BEING 
WHOSE GOINGS FORTH ARE FROM EVERLASTING, Of THE PREDICTED 
sHiton and (as Zechariah speaks) JEHOVAH SENT BY JEHOVAH, 
were inseparable. 

Hence it were most strange, if, in Holy Scripture, we could 
find recorded a change of sentiment, which in reality never 
occurred. 

2. Man, indeed, true and proper man, the Apostles, no 
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doubt, believed our Lord to be: for, in the language of St. 
John when opposing the error of the Docetee, they had heard, 
and they had seen with their eyes, and they had looked upon, 
and they had even handled with their hands, the Word of life. 

But then they deemed him no other, than the visible and 
tangible man, with whom Jacob wrestled, whom both he and 
Hosea have declared to be God, and whom (in his capacity of 
the eternal Son of the eternal Father) John himself determines 
to be God with God in the beginning and from the beginning. 
1 John i. 1—S8. Gen. xxxii. 24—30. xlviii. 15, 16. Hos. 
xii. 8—5. John i. 1—3. 

That such, accordingly, was the faith of the primitive Church 
at a time so early that it could not but have been received 
from the Apostles, is most abundantly manifest from the writ- 
ings of Justin: for, as we have seen, between Justin and St. 
John, there cannot have been more than a single intervenient 
link of communication. Hence we shall not wonder to have 
found, that Christ’s personal converse with the ancient patri- 
archs was even introduced, as an article of faith, into one of the 
primitive ecclesiastical Symbols preserved by Tertullian. Justin. 
Apol. i. Oper. p. 74, 75. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 278—281. 
Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. Oper. p. 100. 

II. Agreeably to the view of the question which has been 
here taken, we have positive demonstration : that the doctrine 
of our Lord’s divinity was known to the Apostles even before 
the descent of the Holy Ghost, whose special office was to teach 
them all things and to bring all things to their remembrance 
whatsoever Christ had satd unto them. John xiv. 26. 

This is evident, as I have already elsewhere observed, from 
the recorded fact of Thomas styling him his Lord and hts God: 
for the passage, in which that fact is set forth, was understood 
and expounded by the doctors of the primitive Church precisely 
as it is understood and expounded by every modern Catholic. 

Hence, of course, after the descent of the Holy Ghost, the 
doctrine could not but be, a fortiori, perfectly well known and 
firmly established. 
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Accordingly, in the narrative of one of the earliest mentioned 
subsequent occurrences, Stephen, in the agonies of martyrdom, 
after beholding Jesus in the divine glory of the Shechinah, 
solemnly invocated him, that he would receive his parting soul 
and that he would forgive his blood-thirsty murderers: and so 
notorious was this primitive rite of tnvokng Christ as God (to 
adopt the phraseology of the depositions taken before Pliny), 
that the very first name, by which believers seem to have been 
distinguished, was the appellation of Those who call upon the 
name of the Lord Jesus. 

III. In exact agreement with these facts, and in perfect ac- 
cordance with the testimony of those very ancient Fathers 
Justin and Irenéus; the Apostles, instead of never mentioning 
Christ save as a mere man, the assertion which Dr. Priestley 
has been pleased to make (Hist. of Corrupt. Introduct. Works, 
vol. v. p. 14.), both style him God, and appropriate to him the 
very name of Jehovah, and ascribe to him all the attributes of 
the Deity, with so much positiveness and clearness and decision, 
that it requires the most strange and unnatural glosses to evade 
the force of their testimony. 

I know perfectly well the mode, in which Dr. Priestley and 
his associates deal with such texts: but, as the universal ‘exposi- 
tion of them by the primitive Church is still upon record, we 
do not conceive ourselves to act irrationally, in preferring 
evidence to mere dogmatism, in adopting the ancient rather than 
the modern interpretation. 

Atail events, Dr. Priestley can have no right, in a professed 
historical Work, to come forward and to declare, without the 
slightest qualification: that the Apostles of Christ never spoke 
of him save as a mere man like themselves. He must have known, 
and he ought to have specified, that, although such might be 
his own arbitrary view of the apostolic language, no one, either 
in ancient or in modern times, agreed with him, save only the 
members of that small party in which he ministered. 


VOL. ll. Bb 


NUMBER YV. 


RESPECTING THE TRUE IMPORT OF THE PASSAGE CONTAINED I¥ 
HEB. i. 1, 2. 





Ir has been urged by Dr. Priestley, and other writers of the 
same School : that the doctrine of the primitive Church, relative 
to the frequent personal appearances of Christ to the ancient 
patriarchs under the character of Jehovah the Angel or Mes- 
senger of Jehovah, as distinctly set forth by Justin and Irenéus 
and Clement and Tertullian and others of the early Antenicene 
Fathers, is irreconcileable with the exordium of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews. 

God, who, at sundry times and in divers manners, spake tn 
time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath, tn these last 
days, spoken unto us by his Son. Heb. i. 1, 2. 

From this passage, it is argued in manner following. 

The personal appearance of Christ in the last days is here 
placed contradistinctively to The personal appearance of the 
prophets in former days. 

But, if Christ had himself personally appeared in former 
days: the studied antithesis of the Apostle would plainly be 
altogether unfounded. 

Therefore, consistently with the language of the Apostle, 
there could not have been any personal appearance of Christ in 
former days. 

Whence it will follow: that Justin, and the other ancient 
Fathers who agree with him, cannot have propounded the true 
doctrine of the primitive Church; but must have given us 
nothing better, than their own unchastised imaginings. 
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The present objection, which was urged by the earlier Soci- 
nians long before the time of Dr. Priestley, is somewhat plausi- 
ble: but it will not bear the test of a close examination. 

I. Its conclusion, that The doctrine in question cannot have 
been the doctrine of the promitive Church, however it might have 
been started by certain speculative tndividuals, is contradicted 
by the direct evidence of a fact. 

I might fairly argue: that, in the very nature of things, 
Justin could not have advanced the doctrine in a publie 
Apology and under a plural phraseology, which is actually the 
case; had he not been well aware, that he was speaking the 
sentiments of the entire Church on behalf of which he stepped 
forth as its accredited defender. - 

But, in the present matter, I require not the argument from 
inference. The doctrine is avowedly and openly propounded, 
as an article of faith, in an ancient Symbol preserved by Ter- 
tullian. 

Id Verbum Filius ejus appellatum: ejus in nomine Dei varie 
visum patriarchis. Reg. Fid. vetust. apud Tertull. de preescript. 
adv. heer. § 4. Oper. p. 100. 

Now it is clear: that a doctrine, rejected by the early Catholic 
Church, could not possibly have appeared, as an article of fasth, 
in a public Symbol or Creed or Confession put forth authorita- 
tively by that identical Church. 

-Therefore the occurrence of the doctrine in the Symbol 
proves, that the early Catholic Church taught and maintained it. 

II. But it will be said: that, whether the early Catholic 
Church did or did not, teach and maintain it; still, if it con- 
tradicts the decision of an Apostle, we cannot receive it as a 
genuine dogma of Christianity. 

1. Should this unhappily prove to be the case, we must 
then, I fear, abandon a very excellent canon laid down by Dr. 
Priestley himself. 

For the canon asserts the moral impossibility of error, re- 
specting the true nature of Christ, on the part of that early 
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community, which received its doctrines immediately from the 
hands of the Apostles. 

Whereas the result shews: that, in despite of the canon, 
that early community had adopted, even as an article of faith, 
avery considerable error combated by St. Paul in the Exordium 
of his Epistle to the Hebrews. Priestley’s Reply to Animad. 
Introd. sect iv. Works, vol. xviii. p. 23. 

2. But, in truth, we need be under no apprehension for the 
credit of the canon, which is certainly one of the very best pro- 
ductions of Dr. Priestley. The objection, at present before us, 
has been framed upon a complete misconception of the nature 
and purport of St. Paul’s antithesis. 

(1.) That antithesis does not respect The personal a appear- 
ance of Christ, as opposed to The personal appearance of the 
prophets. But it respects The emmediate ministration of Christ 
in his character of the personal introducer of the New Covenant, 
as opposed to The tmmediate ministration of Moses and other 
prophets in their character of the personal teachers of the Old 
Covenant. 

(2.) Here lies the real intended contradistinction between 
Christ and the prophets. 

The original Patriarchial Dispensation was, personally, com- 
municated by Adam to his children. What may be called the 
second or intermediate Patriarchal Dispensation was, similarly, 
communicated by the personal intervention of Abraham. And 
the Levitical Dispensation was, in like manner, communicated 
to the Israelites by the personal intervention of Moses. 

In all these instances, with the subordinate instances of 
Enoch and Noah and Elijah and other similar declarers of 
the divine behests, God spake in time past unto the fathers by 
the prophets. 

But far more highly privileged was the Christian Dis- 
pensation. 

There, in these last days, God hath spoken unto us by his own 
Son. Unlike all the former Dispensations, this crowning Dis- 
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pensation was communicated to us by the direct personal inter- 
vention of the divine Word himself: for the Word was made 
flesh, and dwelt among us (and we beheld his glory, the glory 
as of the only-begotten of the Father) full of grace and truth. 

(8.) Thus, when the apostolic antithesis comes to be rightly 
viewed and accurately stated, the socinian objection plainly 
loses all its force. 

- St. Paul speaks, not of Christ's mere temporary personal ap- 
pearances, but of Christ's personal and immediate ministration 
as the prophet of a new and better Dispensation. 

S. I may.add: that, if the objection had possessed any force, 
it would not only have annihilated Dr. Priestley’s very useful 
canon ; but, what is. still worse, it would have made St. Paul 
contradict himself. 

It is certainly a remarkable circumstance: that the doctrine 
of Christ’s frequent appearance to the patriarchs should have 
been made even an article of faith in a Symbol, which, from the 
circumstance of its having been preserved by Tertullian, must 
have chronologically approximated very closely to the apostolic 
times. But the framers of that primitive Symbol had not only 
the advantage of knowing, with moral assurance, the doctrine 
of Christ’s immediate disciples: they had likewise good written 
or scriptural authority for their insertion of such an article. 

(1.) St. Paul, in his first Epistle to the Corinthians, had 
taught them: that The Israelites in the wilderness tempted 
Christ and were destroyed of serpents. 1 Corinth. x. 9. 

Now the person, whom the Israelites tempted on that occa- 
sion, was, as we are assured both by Moses and by David, 
Jehovah himself, the God of the whole earth. Numb. xxi. 4—7. 
Psalm cvi. 14. 

But the Jehovah, who conducted the Israelites through the 
wilderness, and who was tempted of them when they were 
destroyed by serpents, was undoubtedly that Jehovah, who 
always described himself as the peculiar family God of Abraham 
and Isaac and Jacob. | 

The Jehovah, however, who thus described himself, appeared 
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to Moses in the bush. And the Jehovah, who appeared to 
Moses in the bush, is declared to be the Angel or Messenger of 
Jehovah: that is to say, he is declared to be, as Zechariah 
speaks, Jehovah sent by Jehovah. Zechar. 1. 6—11. 

Now this Angel or Messenger of Jehovah, himself also Je- 
hovah the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, is declared 
to be likewise the Being, who repeatedly appeared to the patri- 
archs, and who also repeatedly appeared during the earlier 
times of the Levitical Polity; invariably receiving divine adora- 
tion from those persons to whom he did appear, and invariably 
considered by them as a manifestation of the Deity. 

But St. Paul, by asserting that The Israelites tempted Christ 
tn the svilderness, virtually asserts also: that Christ ss the 
Angel of Jehovah and (as such) the God of Abraham and Isaac 
and Jacob. 

Therefore, finally, he teaches the doctrine, which, in the 
primitive Church nearest to the times of the Apostles, was 
received as an article of faith: that Zhe Son or the Word of 
God variwusly appeared to the patriarchs. 

Such, then, is the doctrine of St. Paul. But, if we interpret 
the Exordium of the Epistle to the Hebrews according to the 
tenor of the socinian objection, we shall -clearly make St. Paul 
contradict in one place what he asserts in another. Therefore, 
we have yet an additional reason for maintaining, that any inter- 
pretation of this nature is untenable. Accordingly, as I have 
shewn above, the true interpretation of the passage is liable to 
no such objection. 

(2.) That Christ is the real ancient reading of the text in the 
first Epistle to the Corinthians, appears, not only from Hilary the 
deacon and Chrysostom and Ecumenius and Theophylact and 
Primasius, but likewise from the preéminent authority of the 
much more ancient Irenéus: for this venerable Father, who 
was born in the year 97 anterior to thre death of St. John, and 
who conversed with that Apostle through the single intervening 


link of Polycarp, cites the passage precisely as it stands in our 
common Bibles. 
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Nec tentemus Christum, quemadmodam quidam eorum ten- 
taverunt, et a serpentibus perierunt. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. 
e. 45. § 4. p. 281. 

In strict aceordance with such a citation, Irenéus asserts the 
precise doctrine, which, in frammg the ancient Symbol pre- 
served by Tertullian, the early Chureh, if I mistake not, 
founded upon this identical text in the first Epistle to the 

Qui igitur a prophetis adorabatur Deus vivus, hie est vivorum 
Deus et Verbum ejus: qui et locutus est Moysi, qui et Saddu- 
exos redarguit, qui et resurrectionem et Dominum ostendit.— 
Ipee igitur Christus cum Patre vivorum est Deus, qui et locutus 
est Moysi, qui et patribus manifestatus est. Iren. adv. her. 
hb. iv. c. 11. p. 239. 

Et iterum, in eversione Sodomitarum, Scriptura ait: Et pluit 
Dominus super Sodomam et Gomorrham tgnem et sulphur a 
Domino de carlo. Filium enim hic signifieat, qui et Abrahe 
conloquutus sit, et a Patre accepisse potestatem ad judicandum 
Sodomitas propter iniquitatem eorum. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. 
c. 6. p. 175. 

Inseminatus est ubique in Scripturis ejus Filius Dei, aliquando 
quidem cum Abraham loquens, aliquando cum eodem come- 
surus, aliquando autem Sodomitis inducens judicium: et rursus, 
cum videtur et in viam dirigit Jacob, et de rubo loquitur cum 
Moyse. Et non est numerum dicere, in quibus a Moyse osten- 
ditur Filius Dei. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 28. p. 248. 

III. Before this subject be dismissed, I may be allowed to 
notice the very extraordinary interpretation of certain parallel 
texts in the book of Exodus, which has been given by Justin 
Martyr. 

That early Father, like his contemporary Irenéus, strenuously 
maintains the doctrine propounded in the ancient Symbol ; that 
The Filial Word of God variously appeared to the patriarchs : 
and this divine Word he contends to have been that God of 
Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, who, under the appellation of 
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the Angel of Jehovah, conducted the Israelites through the wil- 
derness. | 

1. Such being the principle of his debate with Trypho, he is 
led in the course of it to adduce the sum of the following well- 
known passages in the book of Exodus, 

_ (1.) Behold, I send an angel before thee, to keep thee im the 
way, and to bring thee tnto the place which I have prepared. 

Beware of him, and obey his voice: provoke him not ; for he 
will not pardon your transgressions : for my name is in him. 

But, tf thou shalt indeed obey his voice and do all that I 
speak: then I will be an enemy unto thine enemies, and an ad- 
versary unto thine adversaries. For mine angel shall go before 
thee ; and bring thee tn unto the Amorites and the Hittstes and 
the Perizzttes and the Canaanstes and the Hivites and the Jebu- 
sites: and I will cut them off. Exod. xxiii. 20—23. 

(2.) And the Lord said unto Moses :—Therefore now go, lead 
the people unto the place of which I have spoken unto thee: be- 
hold, mine angel shall go before thee. Exod. xxxii. $3, 84. 

(3.) And the Lord said unto Moses: Depart and go wp 
hence, thou and the people which thou hast brought up out of the 
land of Egypt, unto the land which I sware unto Abraham and 
to Isaac and to Jacob, saying; Unto thy seed will I give tt. 

And I mill send an angel before thee: and I will drive out 
the Canaanite and the Amorite and the Hittite and the Perizzite 
and the Hwvite and the Jebusite: unto a land flowing with milk 
and honey: for I nill not go up in the midst of thee. Exod. 
Xxxili. 1—3, 

2. Of these several passages conjoined Justin has given us 
the following interpretation. | 

(1.) The Lord, who promises to send his angel or messenger 
before his people Israel, he understands, consistently with his 
universal plan of exposition, to be Jehovah the Filial Word of 
God: who, of old, spake to Moses from the burning bush; 
and who, in the fulness of time, took our nature upon him from 
the womb of the Virgin. 
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(2.) Having thus interpreted the character of the Lord who 
sends his messenger before the people into the land of Canaan, 
he next proceeds to ascertain that of the promised messenger 
himeelf. | ' 

Now this he does from the description of the peculiar office 
assigned to him. | 

The messenger was to go before the people, and to bring 
them in unto the Amorites and the Hittites and the Perizzites 
and the Canaanites and the Hivites and the Jebusites. 

But this was the precise office discharged by Joshua. 

Therefore, he contends, Joshua was clearly the angel or mes- 
senger, whom Jehovah the Filial Word of God promised to 
send before the people. 

(3.) Jehovah the Filial Word, however, declares: that His 
own name ts in this his messenger. 

But the name, borne by Jehovah. the Filial Word, when in- 
carnate from the Virgin Mary, was Jesus. 

Therefore, since his own name is in his messenger, by the 
same name of Jesus must that messenger be also distinguished. 

Accordingly, in matter of fact, by that identical name the 
great and victorious captain of Israel was distinguished : for, as 
we all know, the word Jesus is only the Greek mode of writing 
the Hebrew word Joshua. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p- 234. 

8. It is no part of my business either to confirm or to con- 
trovert this primitive interpretation. I am concerned only with 
its result: and that result is not a little important, whether the 
interpretation itself be tenable or untenable. 

(1.) Dr. Priestley and others, as we have seen, please them- 
selves, and endeavour to satisfy their party, with alleging: that 
The earlier Fathers, though they first broke in upon the ori- 
ginal simplicity of the Gospel, never allowed proper divinity 
to the Son; but that Their system of doctrine was not unlike 
that scheme, which, at a subsequent period, was denominated 
Arianism. 

(2.) Yet what is the inevitable result of this present inter- 
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pretation, as proposed, about thirty years after the death of St. 
John, by Justin Martyr? 

The person, who promises to send his messenger before his 
people Israel, is, in the cited book of Exodus, declared to be 
Jehovah himself. 

But Justin asserts: that the unspecified name appertaining 
to Jehovah, which Jehovah himself here alludes to as about 
to be in his appointed messenger, is no other than the name 
Jesus. 

Therefore Justin, so far from denying proper divinity to our 
Lord, unequivocally pronounces: that he is nothing less than 
Jehovah, the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob. 

Such, indisputably, must be the result from the interpreta- 
tion, whatever becomes of the tnierpretation ttself: for that 
interpretation, be it in the abstract tenable or untenable, never 
could have been advanced by an individual, who, in his doc- 
trinal system, allowed not to the Son any true or proper 
divinity. 





NUMBER VI. 


RESPECTING THE ANTITRINITARIAN VIEW OF THE PASSAGES IN 
SCRIPTURE, WHICH ARE THOUGHT TO PROPOUND THE DOCTRINES 
OF SATISFACTION AND PIACULAR SACRIFICE. 


SECTION 1. 


THE DOCTRINE OF SATISFACTION. 


As the Catholic believes Christ to be very God incarnate: so 
he believes, that God the Son became incarnate for the purpose 
of making satisfaction to the absolute justice of God the Father, 
without which satisfaction the sinful race of fallen man could 
not be saved consistently with the nature of that unbending 
attribute ; and he further believes, that the mode, in which this 
satisfaction was made, was by the piacular sacrifice or the ex- 
piatory self-devotement of Christ his Saviour. 

I. The doctrine of Satisfaction may sometimes have been 
not quite accurately expressed by those, who have occasionally 
handled it. 

Thus, for instance, by some writers, the death of Christ has 
been described as THE cause, which renders the Almighty Fa- 
ther pisrosEp to forgive our sins. 

Now this statement, I apprehend, is not perfectly correct. 

God so loved the world, said our Lord himself, that he gave 
his only-begotten Son: in order that, whosoever believeth in 
him, should not perish, but have everlasting life. John iii. 16. 

Here, and in many other passages, THE FIRST 1MPELLING 
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causE, by which the Father is pisposzp to forgive our sins, is 
his own merciful love. 

To assert, therefore, that The death of Christ was THE CAUSE 

which rendered the Father pisposED or INCLINED to forgiveness, 
whereas PREVIOUSLY he sas NOT 80 DISPOSED or INCLINED, ts, I 
conceive, not scripturally accurate. 
IT. But, though by some good men the doctrine may not 
always have been expressed with perfect correctness; whence 
occasion has mischievously been taken to say, that st exhibits 
God the Father under the unlovely aspect of antecedent impla- 
cabiltty : still Catholics are fully agreed, as to the main position 
which it sets forth; and I may perhaps venture to assert, that, 
as the following is the most general view of the subject, so 
likewise it is deemed the most sound and exact. 

1. The perfect inherent love and mercy of God were the first 
impelling cause, which disposed him, to forgive the fallen race 
of man, to reconcile them to himself here, and finally to admit 
them to glory hereafter. . . 

But, though inherent love and mercy were the first impelling 
cause ; yet God is a God of perfect justice, as well as a God 
of perfect mercy and love: and, however his love and mercy 
might be displayed in the unconditional pardon of a sinner ; 
his justice would cease to be perfect, if the sinner were par- 
doned without full satisfaction being made for his offence. 

Now such satisfaction the sinner himself cannot make : for 
mere repentance, though doubtless required by God at his hands, 
cannot in perfect justice exempt him from merited punishment. 
A murderer may profess to be, and really may be, very sorry for 
his offence: but his punishment cannot on that account be re- 
mitted without manifest injustice ; he must still pay the penalty 
of the broken law. Hence, analogically, however the mercy of 
God may dispose him to pardon, he would cease to be a God 
of perfect justice, if he pardoned nithout adequate satisfaction, 

What, then, was to be done ? 

According to the mode in which the Catholic understands 
Scripture, such was the infinite impelling love of the Father, 
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that he gave his only-begotten Son, the Son himself fully con- 
senting and freely undertaking the task, to stand in the place 
of sinners : so that, by undergoing the punishment due to them, 
he might make complete satisfaction to the Father, and thus 
render it possible (as St. Paul speaks) for God at once to be 
just and yet the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus. Rom. 
lil. 26. 

This is held by the Catholic Church to be that grand christian 
paradox, in which perfect mercy and perfect justice unite to 
pardon and to save the guilty. | 

If, without satisfaction to his violated Law, God simply for- 
gave sinners, he might be merciful, but he could not be per- 
fectly just: for the idea of simply pardoning a criminal and 
the idea of perfect justice are clearly incompatible. 

But God’s mercy provided a satisfaction to his justice: 
through the vicarious death of the incarnate Son for the sins of 
all mankind, the two otherwise jarring attributes were fully re- 
conciled : and a way of pardon and acceptance was freely 
opened to every one, who was willing to avail himself of the 
propounded terms. 

2. The Father, says Justin Martyr or whoever was the very 
ancient apostolic writer of the Epistle to Diognetus, knew all 
things by himself; though, economically, in conjunction with his 
Son. 

Down to the termination of the former time, he suffered us, as 
we ourselves desired, to be hurried away by disorderly impulses, 
and to be governed by our own pleasures and desires. Not, tn- 
deed, that he was pleased with our sins; but that he endured 
them: not that he was consentient during the season of iniquity ; 
but that he was forming a purpose of justice: for he formed it, 
in order that, during that time being from our own actions con- 
victed of unworthiness of life, we might now through the good- 
ness of God fitly obtain it; and, having so far as concerned 
ourselves fully displayed the impossibility of our entering ito 
the kingdom of God, we might now through the power of God 
be rendered able so to enter. 
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When, therefore, the measure of our unrighteousness was fully 
accomplished ; and when it had been made completely manifest, 
that punishment and death might have been expected as the fit 
wages of sin: then came the time, in which God had predeter- 
mined to display his own goodness and power ; that, through his 
exceeding great love to man, he did not hate us, nor reject us, 
nor remember our evil deeds ; but that (as he himself declared) 
he long bore with us, and took upon him the burden of our sins. 

His own Son he gave a ransom for us: the holy for the un- 
holy, the good for the bad, the just for the unjust, the mcorrupt- 
ble for the corruptsble, the immortal for the mortal. For what 
else could cover our sins, except hts righteousness? In whom 
was it possible that such lawless and impious beings as ourselves 
could be justified, except in the Son of God alone ? 

O sweet interchange ! O contrivance past all investigation ! 
O unexpected benefits! That the wickedness of many should be 
hidden in one righteous person, and that the righteousness of one 
should justify many who were wicked. 

Having, therefore, in former time demonstrated the tmpossi- 
bility of our nature obtaining life; and having now set fortha 
Saviour, able to save those who in themselves were incapable of 
salvation: from both these circumstances, he has wished us to 
rely upon his goodness, and to deem him our nourtsher, our 
Sather, our teacher, our counsellor, our physician, our intellect, 
our light, our honour, our glory, our strength, our life. Epist. 
ad Diog. in Oper. Justin. p. 386. 

III. Now the whole of this grand scheme of mercy, which 
the Catholic esteems the very essence of the Gospel, the Anti- 
trinitarian in our modern days rejects as an unscriptural cor- 
ruption. 

If, then, it be rejected, upon what specific ground is sinful 
man to hope for pardon and acceptance ? 

Clearly, he is thrown altogether, upon his own merits or de- 
merits, upon his own resources or deficiencies. 

That al] men are sinners, will scarcely, I presume, be denied 
even by a modern Antitrinitarian. The amount of their sin- 
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falmess he may possbly seek to cxtremste: bes all be wil 
not venture to mamtam, thet there ives a bese bemg, who 
has never offended agaumet God m thought ar m weed acm 
deed. 

Under such cxcumstances, f we reject the dectrme of the 
atonement: how, without adequate satifection bemg made, ss 
guilty man to be pardoned; while yet the perfect jastice of 
God is preserved inviolate and ensmpeached ? 

IV. Lest I sheuld enwittmgly mierepresent the system or 
systems of the Antitrimetarian School, I shall borrow she state- 
ment of a writer, whose autherny, I beheve, is deemed ameng 

Some few of thoee, who are united by accordance m the great 
principles of Unitarmnism, says Dr. Carpenter, beleeve : that 
_ the judgment, by which the condition of cach is decided, takes 
place, for cach, at death; and that there will be no gencral 
judgment. 

Some few believe: that, although there will be a general 
judgment, yet the decisions of the great day will not be conducted 
by our Saviour as a personal judge. 

Many believe : that the individual, immediately after death, 
enters into a state of happincss or misery; and get that there 
will be a general resurrection of the dead. 

Bat the greatest proportion, | imagine, among Unilarians, 
regard the interval between death and the resurrection as @ 
period of unconsciousness (in which, to the individual, the tn- 
stants of those great events must be in immediate succession) : 
and believe ; that, in the strictest sense, we shall all stand before 
the judgment-seat of Christ. 

Yet, in the midst of these diversities of opinion, all recewe, 
what is surely the grand essential point: that the fulure life 
will be a state of righteous retribution, and that all shall be 
judged according to their works. 

Here the influence of Unitarianism shines forth resplendently. 
—Nothing, which can be derived from Unitarianism, interferes 
with the solemn, authoritative, decisive, declarations of the Gos- 


884 THE APOSTOLICITY Capp. Il. 


pel: Whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he also reap ; and 
Every man shall bear his own burden. 

Yet blessed be God, that, with the gift of eternal Life through 
Christ Jesus, is not connected the disclosure of eternal, trremedi- 
able, unmingled, anguish to an tncomparably large proportion of 
the human race !—~The Gospel does tndeed persuade men by the 

‘terrors of the Lord: and it displays to us those terrors tn terms 

too clear to allow the guilty sinner, either to hope that sin shall 
go unpunished, or to doubt the truth that indignation and wrath 
will be on the workers of iniquity. Its declarations, respecting 
ther future sufferings, are awful and alarming: but, of the 
duration of these, it speaks in language too indefinite fo require 
us to believe a doctrine, at which the best feelings of the human 
heart revolt. 

In rejecting this opinion, Unitarians are universally agreed : 
and the connection is close and (I think ) indissoluble, between 
the fundamental doctrines of Unitarianism, and those views of 
the divine character and dispensations which forbid us to make 
his glory depend on something different from and even oppesed 
to his justice and goodness. 

I should be disposed to go further, and say: that those views 
of the divine character, to which I refer, inevitably lead to the 
belief; that there mill be a time when all the rational creatures 
of God will have been purified from every pollution and made 
fit for holiness and consequently for happiness. 

But there are among us able and pious scripturalists, who are 
induced, by what they consider the plain declarations of the 
Gospel, to believe: that the sufferings of the wicked, according 
to their works, will be ended by their destruction. 

Most of us, however, believe: that a period will come to each 
individual, when punishment shall have done its work, and when 
the anful sufferings, with which the Gospel threatens the impeni- 
tent and disobedient, will have humbled the stubborn, purified 
the polluted, and eradicated malignity, impiety, hypocrisy, and 
every evil disposition. Examin. of Abp. Magee’s Charges, 
p. 37—43. 
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If I can collect any thing like a tangible and consistent creed 
from the confessed diversity of opinions which prevail among 
Antitrinitarians ; for, by the vague and undistinguishing name 
of Unstarians, a name equally the property of every denomi- 
nation of Christians, Dr. Carpenter means, I presume, to point 
out religionists of that description: I must specify that creed 
In some such terms as the following. 

Either tmmediately after death, or immediately after the gene- 
ral doom, good men will enter into happiness and bad men will 
enter into penal misery. But the punishment of the wicked will 
not be eternal: on the contrary, it will be exactly proportioned 
to their several demerits. When they shall have remained in tor- 
ment sufficiently long to make satisfaction for their sins and to 
purge away thetr pollutions, they will then either be admitted 
into bliss or will have an end put to their sufferings by annihi- 
lation. 

V. In making this brief statement, I have not been designedly 
guilty of misrepresentation: should I have erred unintentionally, 
the ample quotation from Dr. Carpenter’s exposition of the 
matter will doubtless correct my mistake. Trusting, however, 
that my statement contains no error at least of moment, I shall 
proceed to inquire: how far the antitrinitarian theory, either 
secures the perfect justice of God, or agrees with the plain lan- 
guage of Scripture. 

- 1. The leading idea, which pervades the whole system, is: 
that Satisfaction to the divine justice is made by the exactly pro- 
portioned future penal sufferings of every sinning individual. 
He, who has sinned less, is punished less: he, who has sinned 
more, is punished more. He, who is less guilty, makes his 
escape sooner from the place of purifying torment: he, who is 
more guilty, remains in it during a longer period. 

- Such, so far as I can understand the system, is its leading 
and palmary idea: such, at least professedly, is the principle, 
upon which it claims to repose. But, when it is actually brought 
into play, this idea and this principle are very widely departed 
from. For we are then taught : that, emmediately after either 
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death or judgment (no matter which, so far as the difficulty or 
inconsistency is concerned), each individual enters into a state 
either of happiness or of misery. 

Now we may well ask: how can this be, if the present sys- 
tem of apportioning an exact remuneration of punishment be 
correct ? 

That att have sinned more or less, will acarcely be denied: 
unless indeed the Antitrinitarian be prepared either to contro- 
vert or to disfranchise the declaration of St. Paul; that aL 
have sinned and come short of the glory of God. Rom. iii. 23. 
But, if at have sinned: then axt, unless the very principle of 
the present system be abandoned, must make satisfaction to 
the precision of divine justice by undergoing their respectively 
merited share of punishment hereafter. 

Hence it is clear, according to the Antitrinitarian scheme: 
that, immediately after either death or judgment, att, whether 
comparatively good or positively bad, must enter into a state of 
penal misery. Some may suffer more, and some may suffer 
less; some may remain in torment a longer time, and some 
may be subjected to it for a shorter time: but still, on the 
avowed principle of the present system, inasmuch as ALL have 
sinned, ALL must enter during an appointed season into the 
common prison-house of retributive punishment. From this 
fate none can be exempt, save those who have never sinned. 
But ax have sinned and come short of the glory of God. There- 
fore ALL must hereafter be subjected to exactly apportioned 
penal misery. 

This, so far as I can understand the grounds of just rea- 
soning, is the legitimate and necessary conclusion from the 
premises laid down by the Antitrimitarian. Yet, according to 
this self-same theological speculatist, there are individuals, wha 
enter into happiness 1mMEDIATELY after either death or judg- 
ment, and who thence totally escape even the smallest measure 
of penal retributton. 

In what manner, then, does he introduce acknowledged sinners, 
though of course not sinners of the deepest die, into a state of 
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happiness without undergoing any punishment for their ron- 
fessed aberrations ; and yet preserve uninjured the perfect justice 
of God ? 

(1.) Possibly he may say: that, although no persons are 
absolutely free from sin, yet there is a wide difference between 
the habitaally good and the habitually bad, not only in their 
general conduct, but likewise 1 in the important article of re 
petitaince. 

I readily allow, that there ate gradations in evil: but I see 
not, how such a circumstance can solve the difficulty. The 
only syllogism, which can be framed upon the ¢ admitted fact, is 
the followmg. 

ALt sin more or less. But there is a wide difference be-~ 
tween the habitually good and the habitually bad. Tusaztorz 
the habitually good, who are only small sinners, will be sub- 
jected to no punishment; while the habitually bad, who are 
great smners though still with a considerable mutual diversity, 
will be subjected to punishments exactly apportioned to their 
several demerits. 
| This strikes me a& a somewhat lame atid illegitimate con- 
clusion : nor will the calling in of repentance much mend the 
matter. 

A mete expression of sorrow can neither undo a sin, nor make 
ary legal satisfaction for it. We, no doubt, often pardon an offence 
on such grounds: but this is no decisive evidence, that God either 
will, or consistently with his attributes can, act in any such 
manner. The reason is obvious. We are not perfectly just: 
therefore, without departing from our character, we can depart 
from perfect justice. But God is perfectly just: therefore God 
camot depart from perfect justice, without at the same time 
departing from his own distinctive character. Now, if God 
simply pardons an offence without exacting any punishment, on 
the mere ground that the offender is sorry for what he has 
done, he most assuredly departs from his own distinctive cha- 
racter of perfect justice. The departure, possibly, may not be 
very wide ; because (to speak after the manner of men) the sin 
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may be small, and the repentance may be sincere: but still let 
there be any, even the least, departure ; and justice ceases to 
be perfect. Hence, on the Antitrinitarian scheme, we are 
brought to the appalling alternative: either that God ts not 
perfectly just ; or that ALL men, for that ALL have sinned, must, 
after death, enter, during a certain accurately adjusted season, 
into a state of penal misery. 

(2.) In reply, it will probably be argued: that, although a 
perfectly just God cannot pardon sin without adequate satis- 
factiqn, yet the punishment of the offender is not the only con- 
ceivable satisfaction. Repentance, it is true, is not admitted in 
a human court of judicature to be any legal satisfaction for an 
offence: but it is easy to believe, that the case may be very 
different in the court of a heavenly judge. There, a sincere re- 
pentance may be received as a full satisfaction: and thus, with- 
out any impeachment of the divine attribute of perfect justice, 
an absolute pardon may be freely granted to a sincerely penitent 
offender. | 

With respect to this solution of the difficulty, it may, I 
think, be well doubted ; whether, in the very nature of things, 
mere sorrow for an offence can ever be deemed an adequate 
legal satisfaction for the offence itself: because such an opinion 
strikes at the very root of justice. If a single offence may be 
justly pardoned on the score of mere repentance: then thou- 
sands and myriads of successive offences may, on the same 
principle, be justly pardoned on the same score; for at what 
precise point shall the line be drawn, which shuts out repent- 
ance as no longer available? But, if repentance thus operating 
be always deemed an adequate legal satisfaction: it is abun- 
dantly plain, that the very end of justice must be completely 
defeated, and that a most immoral invitation must be actually 
held out for the diligent multiplication of offence. Hence I 
cannot but doubt: whether, in the very nature of things, mere 
sorrow for an evil deed can ever be admitted as an adequate 
legal satisfaction for the evil deed itself. 

Granting, however, the abstract possibility of such satisfac- 
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tion, we shall still find that no ordinary difficulties attend upon 
the principle while in supposed operation. 

The theory is: that Repentance is an adequate legal satis- 
faction for an offence ; so that, without any impeachment of the 
divine attribute of perfect justice, the penitent offender may be 
freely pardoned. 

Such is the theory : but the question is, how this theory is to 
be reduced to actual practice ? 

A man, who has committed a small offence, while his general 
fife has been virtuous; and a man, who has repeatedly com- 
mitted a multiplicity of great offences, so that the tenor of his 
life has been eminently vicious; are each, we will say, truly 
sorry for what they have respectively done: the generally 
virtuous man having repented, after the commission of his 
small offence ; and the generally vicious man having regularly 
repented, after the commission of every one of his great 
offences. 

According to the present theory, what sentence must be 
severally awarded to these two culprits? Must both be freely 
pardoned, on the score that their repentance has made an 
adequate satisfaction for the offences of which they have 
each been guilty? Or must both be punished, in exact propor- 
tion to the offences severally committed? Or must the generally 
virtuous man be freely pardoned ; while the generally vicious 
man, though a hearty penitent, is relentlessly condemned ? 

If the first decision be adopted: then it is clear, that the 
worst of men need be under no apprehension as to future 
punishment; for, provided only they go on alternately sinning 
and repenting, they will ultimately, unless they have the ill 
luck to be cut off by sudden or accidental death before they 
have had time to settle their moral account of debtor and cre- 
ditor, fare no worse than the most eminently pious and devout. 

- If the second decision be adopted : then the present theory is 
virtually relinquished as untenable; and it is confessed, that 
ALL men, notwithstanding their repentance, must hereafter. be 
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punished more or Jéss, in exact corresponding proportion, for 
the sins whieh they have eammitted. 

If the third decision he adopted: then it is acknowledged, 
that repentance availa in some cases, but that in other cases it 
is wholly unavailing ; that is to say, it js acknowledged, that for 
some offences repentance is capable of making legal satisfaction, 
but that for other offences it is wholly incapable. 

Each decision, so far as I can judge, is attended with difficul- 
ties not yery easy to be surmounted: and the last of them, 
though when superficially viewed the most plausible, js in truth 
the least easy to arrange in any manner which may be deemed 
at all satisfactory. For, if some offences may be so pardoned 
upon repentance, that the offender shall escape wholly without 
punishment; and if ofher offences cannot be pardoned ypon 
repentance, but the offender must nevertheless give full satis- 
faction to justice by suffering adequate punishment; where, as 
to the number and magnitude of the offences, shall the line be 
drawn ; at what precise point shall repentance become ineffectual 
to ward off punishment; and, if at any point it become inef- - 
fectual, why was it effectual at the immediately preceding point, 
when between the two points the difference is so slight as to be 
scarcely perceptible? 

It will of course be understood, that in each case I speak of 
sincere repentance: for insincere repentance ia, in truth, ne 
repentance. Under every aspect, therefore, the theory, that 4 
sincere repentance for an offence may be admitted as an adequate 
satisfaction to the perfect justice of God for the offence itself, is, 
I think, encumbered hy far too many difficulties and contra- 
dictions and incongruities tq be rationally tenable by any serious 
and accurate inquirer. 

Again, then, on the antitrinitarian scheme, we are brought ta 
the alternative, of either giving up the perfect justice of God, 
or of believing that ALL men after death enter for an exactly ap- 
nortioned season into a state of retribytive penal misery. 

(3.) It will perhaps he said: that, in despite of abstract 
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reasoning on the divine attributes, the pardon of sin is, in mat. 
ter of fact, repeatedly promised to sincere repentance; God 
himself best knowing what is an adequate satisfaction to his 
own justice. 

Assuredly the pardon ef sin is so promised: but what then ? 
Are we to pick and cull from Scripture such texts as may seem 
to suit our purpose, while we omit those which impede it? If 
thus we act, we may apparently demonstrate many matters to be 
the truth, which yet are quite irreconcileable with the general 
tenor of God's word. Repentance is necessary, indeed, to 
pardon; so that, without it, there can be no remission of sin: 
but we have yet to learn where it is said, that repentance ALONE 
is sufficient, 

I find no such doctrine under the Law. 

On behalf of those very persons, to whom pardon was pro- 
mised on their repentance, the high-priest, even to say nothing 
of individual expiatory sacrifice, entered alone into the most 
holy place, once every year, not without blood, which je offered 

Sor himself and for the errors of the people. Heb. ix. 7. 

I find no such doctrine under ancient Patriarchism. 

The friends of Job, we may be sure, when reprehended by 
the Lord himself, were heartily sorry for their past conduct. 
But this was not sufficient. Take unto you now seven bullocks 
and seven rams, said Jehovah to the offenders, and go to my 
servant Job, and offer up for yourselves a burnt-offering ; and my 
servant Job shall pray for you, for him will I accept: lest I 
deal with you after your folly. Job xlii. 8. 

I find no such doctrine under the Gospel. 

Joy shall be in heaven, said our Lord, over one sinner that re- 
penteth: and, when his Apostles went out, they preached that 
men should repent. Luke xv. 7. Mark vi. 12. But was re- 
pentance aLone sufficient? The tenor of Christ’s preaching 
was: Repent ye, and believe the Gospel. Mark i. 15. Belief 
in the Gospel was to be added to repentance, in order that re- 
pentance might be effectual: and, as to the mode in which the 
Gospel operates, St. Paul expressly compares its grand provi- 
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sion for the pardon of sin to the typicaleprovision for the same 
purpose which was made under the Law. Christ being come, 
an high-priest of good things to come, by a greater and more 
perfect tabernacle, not made with hands, that is to say, not of 
this building ; netther by the blood of goats and of calves, but by 
his own blood; he entered in once into the holy place, having 
obtained eternal redemption for us. Heb. ix. 11, 12. 

Now, if repentance aALonz were sufficient to make legal sa- 
tisfaction and to procure pardon, what need was there, that the 
Levitical High-Priest should yearly offer blood for himself and 
for the errors of the people: what need was there, that the 
friends of Job should offer up sacrifice: what need was there, 
that Christ should on our behalf enter once into heaven by his 
own blood ? 

The question, at the present moment, is not: What might be 
the precise import of sanguinary sacrifice. But the question is: 
Whether repentance atone be suffictent, in the entire scriptural 
representation of the matter, to make legal satisfaction for sin. 

Truly the whole Bible, under all the three Dispensations, is 
against the notion: that The pardon of sin ts promised to re- 
pentance EXCLUSIVELY. 

Thus are we once more conducted to the alternative, forced 
upon us by the antitrinitarian scheme: either God is not per- 
fectly just; or ALL men, after death, must for a season enter 
into a state of retributive penal misery. 

2. But we have yet to inquire, how far the system of the 
Antitrinitarian School will agree with the plain testimonies of 
Scripture. 

(1.) At the very commencement of such an inquiry, it is im- 
possible not to observe: that the whole Bible contains not so 
much as a single syllable, relative to the imaginary purification 
of sin-polluted souls by the fire of retributive punishment. 

Most of us believe, says Dr. Carpenter: that a period will 
come to each individual, when punishment shall have done its 
work; and when the anful sufferings, with which the Gospel 
threatens the impenitent and disobedient, will have humbled the 
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stubborn, PURIFIED THE POLLUTED, and eradicated malignity, 
empnety, hypocrisy, and every evil disposition. 

Such, according to Dr. Carpenter, is the general belief of 
modern Antttrinitarians, But upon what part of the entire 
Bible, whether Hebrew or Greek, is this general belief founded ? 
Instead of future punishment in hell having a purifying effect : 
from Scripture, if we be content to take Scripture for our guide 
instead of our own vain imaginings, we are led to conclude, 
that it will have a directly opposite tendency. From Scripture 
we are led to conclude: that, so far from purifying, it will 
inflame and irritate and harden the miserable sufferers. 

He that is unjust, let him be unjust still : and he that is filthy, 
let him be filthy still: and he that is righteous, let him be right- 
eous still: and he that is holy, let him be holy ststl. And, 
behold, I come quickly: and my reward ts with me, to give unto 
every man according as his work shall be. I am Alpha and 
Omega, the beginning and the end, the first and the last. Blessed 
are they that do his commandments, that they may have a right 
to the tree of life, and may enter tn through the gates into the 
city. For without are dogs, and sorcerers, and whoremongers, 
and murderers, and tdolaters, and whosoever loveth and maketh 
alye. Rev. xxi. 11—15. 

It is difficult to say, what such passages as this can mean, if 
they do not intimate the unalterable moral condition, both of 
the good and of the bad alike, in the future world. Of any 
PURIFICATION OF THE POLLUTED by the torments of hell not a 
hint is given in Scripture: whatever is there said on the sub- 
ject tends to establish a directly opposite opinion. In a word, 
the general belief of the Antitrinitartan School, according to Dr. 
Carpenter, is: that HELL WILL PURIFY THE POLLUTED. By 
what single text in the whole Bible do they vindicate their 
belief ? 

(2.) If, then, purification be not the result of future punish- 
ment ; the prolonged separation of the wicked from God must, 
even in the way of cause and effect, be the inevitable conse- 
quence. 
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This separation is not more a punishment (the only light, in 
which Antitrinitarians, with the superadded idea of purificar 
tion, seem to consider it), than an act of fatal necesaity. The 
- -wicked, by their very character, are unfitted for the presence 
of a pure and holy God. Their impenitent unholiness first 
separates them from him: their continued unholiness prolongs 
the separation. If they never cease to be unholy, the separe- 
tion must needs be eternal: for the same cause, which origi- 
nally produced the separation, still continues to operate. But, 
unless some process of purification takes place in bell, it ws 
quite clear, that they can never cease to be unholy. The whole 
question, therefore, obviously turns upon this alleged process of 
purification ;: and, consequently, we are again bronght to demand 
from the Antitrinitarian his scriptural proof; that. any such 
process is carried on, through the medium of future punish- 
ment in hell. Truly the whole process is nothing more, than 
the play of his own unchastened imagination. In the Bible, 
from which alone we can know any thing certain respecting the 
dread realities of a future world, we have not the slightest hint 
of the purifying quality of hell. On the contrary, as the moral 
condition of its wretched inmates is pronounced to be unchange- 
able: so, with strict consistency, the separation of the unholy 
from God is declared to be everlasting. 

If we may believe Dr. Carpenter indeed, the language of 
Scripture is too indefinite to require the admission of a tenet, 
at which the best feelings of the human heart revolt. 

Nothing is more easy, than this very cheap display of senti- 
ment. In the awful idea of an eternity of punishment, the 
Catholic delights no more than the Antitrinitarian: but the 
veriest babe in reasoning must surely see, that the whole matter 
is a question of pure evidence. To talk of the best feelings of 
the human heart, where a question of naked scriptural evidence 
is concerned, is, in point of argument, the mere babbling of 
childishness. If we receive the Bible as the word of God, we 
must believe, not according to our feelings, but according to ss 
decisions. ‘I'he question is simply and exclusively: What ts 
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revealed to us tn Screpture? We neither do, nor can, know 
any thing beyond what ## teaches us. 

Dr. Carpenter speaks of the indefiniteness of Scripture: but 
where does it exist ? 

So far as feeling is coneerned, I may regret, as much as he 
might do, that I can discover no such indefiniteness: but feel~ 
sing has very little to do with evidence. Not an argument, from 
the language of Scripture, can -be brought to prove the non- 
eternity of future punishment, which does not equally prove the 
non-eternity of future happiness. If we quibble about the 
meaning of the Greek word, which St. Matthew employs to 
convey the sense of our Lord’s declaration : we must, by every 
rule of just composition, extend the quibble through the whole 
sentence. 

These shall go away into EVERLASTING punishment : but the 
righteous, into EVERLASTING life. Matt. xxv. 46. 

The self-same Greek word is employed, in each manifestly 
corresponding clause of the sentence, to describe, the duration 
of life on the one hand, and the duration of punishment on the 
other hand. If the punishment be not eternal ; then neither is 
the life eternal : if the Ufe be everlasting; then likewise is the 
punishment everlasting. The same word cannot be used in two 
entirely different senses, as it occurs in two avowedly anti- 
thetical clauses of a single sentence. 

But, that the word here means everlasting, and consequently 
that the punishment is everlasting, appears, not only from the 
allowed circumstance that the /:fe is everlasting, but also from 
our Lord’s own perfectly unambiguous declaration. He else- 
where, speaking on the same subject, declares; that the fire of 
hell shall never be quenched: and he describes it as a place, 
where the worm of the wicked dieth nor, and where their fire is 
nor quenched. Mark ix. 43—48. Whether this fire be literal or 
figurative, is nothing to the purpose: be it what it may, we are 
assured, in words as little indefinite as can well be conceived, 
that it is EreRNAL. If hell were a place of temporary purifica- 
tion, the double object of which was to satisfy God’s justice and 
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to fit the souls in torment for the pure joys of heaven: the 
worm of the damned would die, and their fire would be quenched. 
Our Lord, however, assures us: that their worm dieth nor, and 
that their fire is nor quenched. Hence, by the pursuit of any 
intelligible line of argument, it is difficult to conceive, what con- 
clusion can legitimately follow from such premises, save an 
eternity of punishment. 

I repeat it, that, in this idea, the Catholic delights no more 
than the Antitrinitarian. From the manner, in which Dr. Car- 
penter complacently speaks of the best feelings of the human 
heart, an incautious reader might imagine, that such amiable 
feelings were the exclusive property of the latter. But this is 
a mistake. The Catholic does not believe the doctrine, because 
it affords a horrid gratification to his perverted feelings: he 
believes it, because the belief is forced upon his conviction by 
irresistible evidence. 

(3.) And now, in a ten-fold more appalling form, the question 
recurs: how the Antitrinitarian, on his principles, consistently 
with the justice of God, can provide an escape, even for the 
very best of men, from that punishment which Scripture declares 
to be eternal. 

If God be perfectly just, the best man, inasmuch as Ax have 
sinned, must, agreeably to the tremendous scheme of modern 
Antitrinitarianism, be consigned to future punishment. But 
Christ assures us: that the future punishment of hell, the only 
future punishment set forth in Scripture, is EVERLASTING. 
Therefore the Antitrinitarian, who rejects the doctrine of Satis- 
faction made for guilty sinners by the incarnate Word, must 
either deny the perfect justice of God, or must consign the 
whole human race to eternal punishment. 

(4.) But, in truth, the entire system is radically at variance 
with Holy Scripture. 

On the one hand, nothing is more clear; than that the anti- 
trinitarian theory of a future state makes the whole of man’s 
salvation to depend, either upon his own righteous works, or 
upon his own expiatory sufferings in a fancied purifying hell : 
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and, on the other hand, nothing is more evident; than that 
Scripture makes the whole of man’s salvation, so far as right 
and claim and merit are concerned, to depend upon the exclu- 
sive meritoriousness of Christ embraced by an act of lively and 
operative faith. 

Respecting this point, the writings of St. Paul are eminently 
distmct and precise. The whole argument of the Epistle to 
the Romans, not to mention various parts of the other Epistles, 
goes to prove: that ax1, both Jews and Gentiles, have sinned 
and are unable to make satisfaction for their offences. Whence 
the Apostle, most logically and most legitimately, contends : 
that, if saved, they must be saved by faith in Christ, and not by 
their own works or deservings. This at once Jeads him to that 
great paradox, which is the sole foundation of our hope, whe- 
ther we be Jews or whether we be Gentiles. 

Att have sinned, and come short of the glory of God; being 
justified freely by his grace through the redemption that is tn 
Christ Jesus: whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation 
through faith in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the 
remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God ; 
to declare, at this time, his righteousness: that he might be just, 
and the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus. Rom. i. 
23—26. 

Sach is the doctrine of Scripture: but the Antitrinitarian, 
while he effectually destroys the perfect justice of God, con- 
tradicts St. Paul by making every man his own justifier, partly 
through the meritoriousness of his good works, and partly 
through his expiatory sufferings in a temporary purgatory. 

Nor is this the whole measure of the Antitrinitarian’s utter 
scriptural inaccuracy. 

In the inspired word of God, the alone sanctifier and purifier 
of sinful man, who, by first regenerating and by afterward suc- 
cessively renovating his corrupt nature, gradually fits and pre- 
pares him for the society of the Lord in heaven, is the quicken- 
ing and life-giving Spirit of grace and holiness. Respecting 
any other mode of making us intrinsically meet for the inherit- 
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ance of the saints in light, the Bible is profoundly silent. Its 
unvaried language is: that We are justified solely by the Son; 
that We are sanctified solely by the Spirit. 

But, if, without a shadow of scriptural evidence, or rather to 
speak more accurately, in direct opposition to all scriptural 
evidence, we may believe the bulk of the modern Antitrimitarian 
School, as its dogmata are evolved by Dr. Carpenter: hell, 
concerning the nature of which the entire Christian World has 
so grievously erred during the long space of eighteen centuries, 
is, in the appointment of God’s providence, the grand final 
instrument of a sinner’s purification and sanctification. If all 
means, both celestial and terrestrial, unhappily prove ineffec- 
tive: a mercifal and beneficent hell still remams, where, under 
the special tutelage of the devil and his angels, and in the midst 
of bitter hatred and perpetual blasphemy, the most hardened 
and the most reprobate offenders cannot fail to be ultimately 
made the holy and approved servants of the Almighty. We 
are inevitably led to the belief, says Dr. Carpenter: that there 
will be a time, when att the rational creatures of God will have 
been purified from every pollution, and made fit for holiness and 
eonsequently for happiness. 

Beantiful is the vision of universal restitution : but, unless it 
be verified by something more potent than Dr. Carpenter's 
abstract views of the divine character, it can be ranked only 
among those lovely though treacherous dreams, which inces- 
santly issue from the ivory gate of the great latin mythologist. 


SECTION II. 


THE DOCTRINE OF PIACULAR SACRIFICE. 


With the doctrine of a full satisfaction made to God’s perfect 
justice by the voluntary death of Christ, the Antitrinitarian 
» 
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consistently rejects also the belief that Our Lord was an expia- 
tory or ptacular sacrifice. 

It ss well known to all persons who are conversant with the 
writings of the Ortentals, says Dr. Priestley: that they are in 
general people of much more lively imagtaations than we in 
Europe; that their style, i speaking or writing, is more figu- 
rative than ours; and that similes and allegories are much moré 
common mih them than with us.— 

Expressions like these must infallibly mislead persons, who do 
not bring to the reading of the Scruptures a portion of common 
sense, sufficient to enable them to distinguish the true and proper 
meamng through this close covering of figure: for, at the same 
deme that the metaphor is exceedingly strong, the turn of the sen- 
tence gives no intimation of it. The Evangelists, St. Paul, aad 
all the other Apostles, write in the same manner. In short, thes 
bold metaphorical style, calculated to strike and surprize, was 
always affected tn the East: and there it imposes upon nobody, 
When such is the taste and manner of writing used by the sacred 
writers, can st be wondered at, that they use figures when they 
speak of the death of their Lord and Master ?— 

Accordingly, we find: that their imaginations were propor- 
tionably siruck with it ; and that they not only describe the 
manner, the causes, and the operation, of it, in plain language ; 
but likewise have recourse to a variety of comparisons and strong 
metaphors, such as were naturally prompted by their own strong 
feelings, and were calculated to impress the minds of those te 
whom they addressed themselves in a suitable manner. 

The most remarkable of these figurative representations of 
HE DEATH OF cHRIST, which occur in the New Testament, is 
that, in which he is compared to a sacnivics. Indeed, the figure 
is just and beautiful. In every sacrifice, the victim ts supposed 
to die for the gcod and benefit of the persons on whose account i 
is offered. So Christ, dying in the cause of virtue and to pro- 
cure the greatest possible benefit to the human race, ts said to 
have given his life a sacrifice for us. Moreover, as the proper 
object of the death of Christ was to opena certain prospect of a 
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future life and thereby operate as a powerful motive to repentance 
by which means sinners reinstate themselves tn the favour of God: 


his death is more especially compared to that species of sacrifice, 
which is called a sIN-OFFERING ; because it was prescribed to be 
offered upon the commission of an offence, and after it the offend- 
ing person was considered as if he had never sinned. The 
resemblance, between THE DEATH OF CHRI8T (according to this 
account of the nature and object of it) and these SacRIFICEs FOR 
SIN, appears to me to be a sufficient foundation for tts being 
called by that name: and would abundantly justify the metaphor, 
even without making any allowance for the greater licence in the 
use of figures which we expect in the East. Why, then, should 
we look for more points of resemblance, between THE DEATH OF 
CHRIST and A SACRIFICE FOR SIN, than those mentioned above: 
when the language of Scripture by no means requires any more? 

Yet, upon this single circumstance, has been erected a system 
of princtples, which ts, in the most essential points, the reverse 
of the plain christian doctrine of salvation by Jesus Christ. 
Priestley’s One great End. Works, vol. vii. p. 221—228, 
See also Hist. of Corrupt. part ii. sect. 3. Works, vol. v. 
p. 105—121. 

In the present citation from a writer, who is justly acknow- 
ledged to be one of the most eminent of his School, there are 
many things, which well deserve our attention. 

I. According to Dr. Priestley, in the books of the New 
Testament, where they exhibit THE DEATH OF CHRIST as being 
A SACRIFICE FOR SIN, there is so large an infusion of Oriental- 
ism: that, while their bold metaphorical style, in the enuncia- 
tion of this particular, would tmpose upon nobody in the East; 
it would infallibly mislead those less fortunate Occidentals, who 
did not bring to the reading of them an acquaintance with 
asiatic diction, united with a portion of common sense sufficient 
to develop their true and proper meaning. 

1. Such is the statement of Dr. Priestley: and the circum- 
stance, which it characteristically indicates as inevitable, has 
doubtless occurred. 
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Books, so constructed as infallibly to mislead all save the 
Christians of the East, have, most admirably and most effectu- 
ally, performed their appointed office. In the greek or oriental 
Churches, indeed, if we may believe the word of a professed 
historian, the scriptural language, relative to THE DEATH OF 
cHEIsT being A SACRIFICE FOR SIN, imposes upon nobody: for, 
throughout those Churches, Dr. Priestley’s view of the phrase- 
ology before us has always, from the first, been invariably 
adopted. But, certainly, in the West, on the sinzle circumstance 
of THE DEATH oF cHRIST being scripturally exhibited as analo- 
. gous tO THE CONFESSEDLY PIACULAR SACRIPICES OF THE LEVITICAL 
DISPENSATION, has been erected a system of principles, which, 
in the judgment of Dr. Priestley, is, in the most essential points, 
the reverse of the plain christtan doctrine of salvation by our 
Redeemer. 

2. How the christian doctrine of salvation can be plain ; and 
yet how the phraseology, in which this plain doctrine is pro- 
pounded, must infallibly mislead all save natives of the East 
where it imposes upon nobody: Dr. Priestley is not careful to 
explain ; though, to the uninitiated at least, such a matter might 
apparently require some explanation. 

Let this, however, pass. We are at present concerned with 
an examination of his theory of Orientalism. 

(1.) The Gospel, we are assured by the sacred writers, was 
eminently to be preached to the poor and to the ignorant. Nor 
was it to be confined to the privileged Orientals : it was equally 
to be propounded to the Occidentals also. 

Such being its professed character, it was, of course, in all 
its grand essential doctrines, to be remarkable for its easy intel- 
ligibility. Whence, by Isaiah, it was prophetically described, 
as a public high-way, in which ordinary travellers, even though 
possessed of small mental acuteness, should be in no special 
danger of erring. Compare Isaiah xxxv. 3—10. with Matt. xi. 5. 
and Luke vii. 21—23. 

(2.) Yet, according to the paradox offered to our acceptance 
by the ingenuity of Dr.-Priestley, though the phraseology of 
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the Gospel could impose upon nobody among the more sagacious 
Orientals, it would infallibly mislead all other persons who were 
less favourably circumstanced. 

And, agreeably to this somewhat unexpected view of the 
matter, in point of fact we actually find: that, with the excep- 
tion of a few scattered Antitrinitarians, the whole body of the 
people, denominated Christians, have, in all ages, been thus 
grievously imposed upon and misled. 

(3.) According, however, to Dr. Priestley’s statement of the 
question; that such an event should occur, was only to be 
expected. 

For the admirably contrived phraseology of the Gospel is 
such : that, with the sole exception of the privileged Orientals, 
it must infallibly mislead all who are destitute of what he calls 
common sense. : 

In other words, with the single exception of individuals born 
and educated in Asia, it must infallibly mislead all those poor 
and plain and ignorant persons, who, when Christ is repeatedly 
and systematically described as a sacrifice for st, in the depth 
of their simplicity believe him to be what they constantly find 
him styled. 

(4.) Now, as Dr. Priestley well knew, Tertullian with much 
truth declares: that Persons of this sort must ALWAYS, tn the 
very nature and necessity of things, constitute an tmmense 
majority of believers. 

Therefore, if we can follow Dr. Priestley, we shall be content 
cheerfully to hold: that the Gospel, though specially intended 
for the poor, was yet, in point of phraseology, so constructed, 
that it must needs infallibly mislead them. Nothing at least, 
if they were born and bred elsewhere than in Asia, could save 
these unhappy men from necessary error, but a diligent appli- 
cation to teachers, who would assure them: that, When Christ 
is styled a SACRIFICE, such phraseology is an oriental figure of 
speech, which really means that he was Not a sacrifice. 

(5.) But we have not even yet arrived at the end of Dr. 
Priestley’s prodigious paradox. 
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The historian gravely informs us: that, in the privileged 
East, such language imposes upon nobody. 

Now, in the connection wherein it stands, this information is 
plainly equivalent to an assertion: that Nobody in the East was 
ever so imposed upon by the phraseology of the Gospel, as to 
deduce from it the doctrine of Christ being the strictly proper 
piacular sacrifice appointed to make satisfaction to the Father 

for the sins of all mankind. 

Such is the assertion: but how stands the notorious Fact? 

Why, the Orientals have been quite as much misled as the 
Occidentals. For the doctrine of Christ being made a strictly 
proper piacular sacrifice was no way peculiar to the Latin 
Church of the West. From the earliest times, it has equally 
prevailed in the various Churches of the East: notwithstanding 
Dr. Priestley’s assurance, that the phraseology of the Gospel, 
in regard to the sacrificial character of Christ, there imposes 
wpon nobody. See Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 200, 201, 
264, 265. Barnab. Epist. § vii. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vii. 
Oper. p. 707. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. xiii. p. 122,130. Euseb. 
Demons. Evan. lib. i. c. 8. p. 24, 25. Athan. de Incarn. Verb. 
Oper. vol. i. p. 48. Athan. cont. Arian. Orat. iii. Oper. vol. i. 
p- 192,193. Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian. lib. ix. p. 303. 

II. In arguing, however, with Dr. Priestley, on his own 
gratuitously alleged ground that Christ is styled a sacniricE 
only metaphorically or figuratively, I concede far too much. 

1. To a modern antitrinitarian speculatist, the theory of 
Orientalism may be sufficiently commodious: and Scripture, 
indeed, has, no doubt, its own figurative language: but here, in 
truth, the theory, advocated by Dr. Priestley, is wholly inap- 
plicable. 

(1.) When, in allusion to the lamb which under the Levitical 
Dispensation was daily offered up in sacrifice, Christ is called 
The Lamb of God and is described as 4 Lamb that had been 
slain ; or when, in similar allusion to the paschal lamb, it is said 
of him, Christ our Passover is sacrificed for us : ineach of these 
cases, tropical language is clearly and indisputably employed ; 

pd 2 


404 THE APOSTOLICITY [APP. 11. 


for no man, let him be oriental or occidental, will contend, I 
presume, that our Lord was literally the ovine animal which 
was used both as the daily sacrifice and as the paschal sacrifice. 

Here, every thing is, at once, self-evident to the meanest 
comprehension: here, every thing is, at once, instinctively 
manifest to that common sense, which Dr. Priestley would have 
us bring to the reading of the Scriptures. 

(2.) But will he, or any admirer of his, pretend to say : that 
The circumstance of Christ being called a sacriFicE ts no less 
indisputably a trope, than the circumstance of Christ being called 
A LAMB? 

To make any such assertion is to carry the very brand of 
absurdity impressed upon the forehead of the asserter. 

A man, as we all know, may literally be a sacrirics : for, 
in almost every age and country, human victims have been 
literally devoted. 

But, as we all likewise know, it is a perfectly clear case: that 
a man cannot literally be a LAMB. 

Hence, when a man is styled a sacrifice and when an animal 
is styled a sacrifice, Dr. Priestley can have no right, prima 
facie, to say: that a scheme of phraseology, which in one case 
is confessedly (tleral, in the other cast must of necessity be 
tropical. 

In making this assertion, he begs the very matter in debate. 

When, under the Law, a lamb or a bullock is called a sacri- 
fice: is it so styled by virtue of a trope? An answer will 
readily be given in the negative. 

When, under the Gospel, Christ is called a sacrifice: is he so 
styled by virtue of a trope? Dr. Priestley peremptorily 
answers in the affirmative. 

Yet, on the principles of just interpretation, what right has 
he thus dogmatically to insist upon giving an affirmative answer? 
‘Where, from common sense, which he invokes to his aid, has he 
any PROOF, that no answer save an affirmative answer car be 
given ? 

In the bare language itself, as is clear from the case 
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of the lamb or the bullock, there is nothing necessaRiLy 
tropical. 

When Christ is styled a Lams, we are undoubtedly bound 
- to pronounce such language tropical language. But, when 
Christ is styled a sacririce, we are no way bound to pronounce 
such language a trope or a figure. For, though a man can 
never literally be a Lams: it is quite clear, that he may literally 
be A SACRIFICE. 

Hence it is evident: that Dr. Priestley, in roundly pro- 
nouncing the present scriptural phraseology to be tropical, and 
in dogmatically placing it to the score of that convenient thing 
called Orientalism, is, in effect, assuming the very point which 
he ought to have proved. 

How does he know: that the circumstance of Christ being 
styled a sacriFicE is tropical; while the circumstance of 4 
bullock or a lamb being equally styled a sacririce is confessedly 
not tropical ? 

The interpretation of the Catholic Church, both oriental and 
occidental, from the very beginning itself, is positively against 
him: and, if we adopt his view of the matter, we have abso- 
lutely nothing to build upon, save his own gratuitous unsup- 
ported assertion. 

2. But, even independently of the judgment of the Church 
Catholic, we may, from an honest examination of the New 
Testament itself, readily learn the notion, under which Christ 
is denominated A SACRIFICE. 

(1.) As at present I am obliged to consult brevity, I know 
not where we can more commodiously or more reasonably turn 
for information than to a treatise, if such there be, professedly 
written on the subject. 

Happily, a treatise of this exact description will be found in 
St. Paul’s Epistle to the Hebrews. 

Of that most valuable Work the special object is, to explain 
the ancient Ritual Law, and to shew its bearing upon Christ- 
ianity. In such a Work, tropes and metaphors would be pal- 
pably misplaced. They would darken, not illustrate, the sub- 
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ject. The Apostle is writing a treatise, not a poem. He 
speaks as an expositor, not as a rhetorician. Upon Christ 
himself he bestows no figurative names. He is simply shewing 
the connection of the Law and the Gospel. He is merely 
illustrating the true. character of the Redeemer by a systematic 
adduction of the ritual observathces of the Levitical Dispen- 
sation, mo, oo, 

(2.) In prosecuting this plan, what does the inspired Apostle 
tell us? : 

He declares, in general: that The Law was a shadow of good 
things to come. And he asserts, in particular: that The sacri- 
fices under the Law prefigured and represented the sacrifice of 
Christ under the Gospel. 

Throughout the whole treatise, these two ideas are indus- 
triously twined together. What the sacrifices of lambs and of 
bullocks were to the Jews, the sacrifice of Christ is to Chriat- 
ians. With whatever notion the former were sacrificed, with 
the self-same notion also was the latter sacrificed. 

The efficacy, indeed, of the former, was purely typical: 
while the efficacy of the latter is real and substantial. But still 
the bestial victims under the Law, and the human victim under 
the Gospel, were, respectively, a sacrifice, in one and the same 
sense of the word sacrifice. 

Unless this be conceded, we must indeed admit the Apostle 
to be a most inconclusive reasoner. For, be it observed, he is 
not dealing rhetorically in tropes ; but he is prosecuting a sys- 
tematic argumentation: he is not indulging in the figures of 
prophecy or of poetry; but he is at once explaining the typical 
character of the legal sacrifices by the solid character of the 
christian sacrifice, and propounding the true nature of the 
christian sacrifice by the already familiar nature of the legal 
sacrifices. 

If the antitrinitarian scheme be the truth, and if Dr. Priestley 
be a sound expositor of what is written concerning the sacrifice 
of Christ: never surely did man take more hearty pains to 
perplex a very plain subject and to conduct the whole multitude 

7 





NUMB. VI. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 407 


of the faithful into gross error, than St. Paul did. If there be 
no greater resemblance between the sacrifice of Christ and the 
sacrifices under the Law than what Dr. Priestley is willing to 
allow : never surely was a train of avowed illustrative exposition 
more infelicitously and more injudiciously chosen, than that 
which has been selected by the Apostle. 

Instead of tllustrating, his exposition serves only to darken: 
instead of teaching, it serves only to mislead. The fault is in- 
herent in the very mode of instruction which has been adopted. 
For darkness and confusion and misapprehension must always 
be the result, whenever one matter is expressly declared to be 
the very double or shadow of another matter: while yet, in the 
most striking and important point, nay in that very point more- 
over on which the writer specially insists, there is, between the 
two, no sort of mutual resemblance. | 

Verily, on any principles of that common sense which Dr. 
Priestley claims so eminently to patronise, the behaviour of 
St. Paul is quite unaccountable. 

According to Dr. Priestley, his object was to teach; that, 
Although Christ might orientally be called a sacniFice, because 
he died in the service of virtue and for the purpose of procuring 
the greatest possible benefit to the human race; yet he was No 
REAL SACRIFICE FOR SIN in any such sense, as were the piacular 
sacrifices under the Levitical Dispensation. 

Such, according to Dr. Priestley, was the object of St. Paul 
in his illustrative exposition of the ancient sacrificial ritual. 

Nevertheless, in avowed pursuance of this object, and for the 
purpose of more effectually demonstrating that the death of 
Christ was no real or literal sacrifice: the Apostle strangely 
illustrates that death, under the very name of a sacrifice, by 
those legal sacrifices of animals, which were well known to be 
strictly piacular, and respecting which every one must perceive | 
that Not any one of the sacrificed animals could be said to have 
died in the cause of virtue. In other words, he illustrates the 
death of Christ by certain rites and ordinances, which, in point 
of nature and principle, were essentially and altogether dissims- 
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lar: he proves that death to be no real sacrifice, by the pro- 
fessedly comparative adduction of what were real sacrifices : he 
demonstrates it to be not piacular, by placing it in the same 
class or in studied juxta-position with what .confessedly were 
piacular. : 

Nor is this done hastily and briefly and carelessly and inci- 
dentally. On the contrary, the illustration is worked up ela- 
borately and prolongedly through a whole treatise: the strict 
ideal affinity of animal sacrifices under the Law and of the sacri- 
fice of Christ under the Gospel being, in truth, the very subject 
of the treatise itself. And, wherever, in other writings by the 
same author, the same topic is (as it were) parergically intro- 
duced: still the tdentical illustration is employed which per- 
vades the entire of the regular treatise. 

Certainly, if such were the object and such the plan pursued 
by St. Paul, it is small wonder: that his illustration and his 
phraseology should infallibly mislead the whole Catholic Church 
in every age and country. Certainly it is small wonder : that 
Cyril and Augustine, speaking the old familiar sense of the 
Universal Christian Community, should lay it down, from the 
language of the Apostle, as a matter past all reasonable contra- 
diction; that Christ, like the piacular sacrifices under the Lan, 
was @ strict and proper sin-offering. 

'O ravaogog Iatdog yéypagé mov wept re rov Oeow, cat Marpac 
kal abrov rov Yiov' Tov pi) yvdvra apapriay, imip jpay dpap- 
tlay éxoince. Opa yap yéyovey trép dpapriac. ‘QvopaLorro 
d& ai duapriat ra brép dyapriay opaldpeva.—tlpddnroyr of wov 
kai act évapyéc, we obK Ev rote alviypace paddov, GAN’ éy 
Toic Ov abrawy onpatvopévorc TO dANOEc Expaiverat. Xptorog yap 
éort ro diptwyoy Bipa, ro dGénrov iepetov, ov reAvewrog twep 
HuG@y xara oapxa, yeydvapey iypeic aroropmaio, Tour’ Eorty, 
a repotrijcapev Oavdrou kal POopac’ ExhedXuTpwpUEOa yap TP alpare 
avrov. Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian. lib. ix. p. 303, 304. 

Dicit Apostolus: Obsecramus pro Christo, reconciliamins 
Deo. Eum, qui non noverat peccatum, pro nobis peccatum fectt ; 
ul nos stmus justitia Dei in tpso. Deus ergo, cui reconciliamur, 
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fecit eum pro nobis peccatum ; id est sacrificium per quod 
dimitterentur nostra peccata: quoniam peccata vocantur sacri- 
ficia pro peccatis. Et utique ipse pro peccatis nostris immola- 
tus est, nullum habens vitium, solus in hominibus quale queere- 
batur tunc in pecoribus quo significabatur unus sine vitio ad 
vitia sananda venturus. August. contra Pelag. et Celest. de 
peccat. original. lib. ii. c. $2. Oper. vol. vii. p. 304. 

III. Abundantly manifest as it is, that there is neither trope 
nor metaphor in the fact of Christ being so repeatedly called a 
sacrifice, but that our merciful Saviour really ts what he is per- 
petually denominated: it can only be a matter of curiosity to 
Jearn what Dr. Priestley means, when he says ; that Our Lord 
might orientally be described as a sacrifice, because he died in 
the cause of virtue and for the purpose of procuring the greatest 
possible benefit to the human race. 

1. With respect to his dying in the cause of virtue, it is rea- 
dily allowed: that, by no uncommon figure of speech, we are 
wont to say; that a man became the victim of malice, or that he 
fell a sacrifice to his opinions. 

According to the purport of such phraseology, Socrates was 
@ victim, and Paul was a sacrifice. With a similar idea, Christ 
himself also, no doubt, may be figuratively styled @ sacrifice 
and a victim: for, as Dr. Priestley very truly remarks, he cer- 
tainly died in the cause of virtue. 

(1.) But this possibility of language is not exactly the point. 

The question is not: whether Christ might not be figura- 
tively called a victim, just as Socrates and Paul might be simi- 
larly designated, because he died in the cause of virtue. 

But the question is: whether this can really be the sense, in 
which by the inspired writers he is styled a sacrifice. 

(2.) Now I will be bold to say: that, if plain common sense 
only be consulted (an operation, in the present inquiry, specially 
recommended by Dr. Priestley); we shall soon perceive, that 
our Lord is NEVER called a sacrifice in any such figurative sense 
as that of dying in the cause of virlue. 

St. Paul, with an eye to his own approaching martyrdom, 
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speaks of himself as being now ready to be offered up: ‘Ey yap 
46n oxéycopat. But does he thence take occasion industriously 
to draw out, through an entire treatise, a long parallel between 
himself and the animal victims which were offered up under the 
Levitical Dispensation : intimating, at the same time, that the 
precise reference, which they bore to the Hebrew Church, ke 
bore to the Christian Church? Nothing of the sort: he 
briefly uses a very common figure of speech after a manner in 
which it was impossible for him to be misunderstood. 

Does he then pursue the same plan, when he speaks of Christ 
being a sacrifice? So far from it, the difference is such that it 
may absolutely be touched and felt. When he speaks of him- 
self being offered up: he briefly and transiently uses a figure 
of speech, with which we are all familiar, and from which no 
doctrinal conclusion can possibly be deduced. But, when he 
speaks of Christ being a sacrifice: he is writing a professed 
treatise upon the nature and object of the Ceremonial Law; 
and, in this systematic treatise, he unequivocally declares, that 
Christ was a sacrifice in the very same sense that lambs and 
bullocks were sacrifices under the Levitical Dispensation. Heb. x. 
1—14. Ifthen lambs and bullocks can be said to die victims 
tin the cause of virtue, or if lambs and bullocks can be said to 
fall a sacrifice to the opinions which they maintained; Dr. 
Priestley’s proposed orientalism, though the primitive Church 
knew nothing of it, may peradventure in the abstract be ten- 
able: but, conversely, if not; not. Under whatever idea lambs 
and bullocks were sacrificed for sin during the continuance of 
the Levitical Dispensation: under that same idea, as we learn 
most plainly from the elaborate systematic treatise of St. Paul, 
was Christ sacrificed at the ratification of the Evangelical Cove- 
nant. 

2. But, though Dr. Priestley denies Christ to have been a 
sacrifice in the proper and legitimate sense of the word, he is 
ready to acknowledge : not only that. he died in the cause of 
virtue, but even that he died for the purpose of procuring the 
greatest possible benefit to the human race. 
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(1.) What, then, is this greatest possible benefit? Dr. 
Priestley explains the whole matter in the course of the trac- 
tate, whence I have already made a very copious citation. 

Uf Christ lived and died, says he, io ascertain and exemplify 
the doctrine of a future state, and if (as hath been represented ) 
tt was impossible that this shauld have been done without his 
actual death and resurrection ; he certainly died for us or on our 
account: aud, without his death, the great end of his mission, 
our salvation from sin, could not have been gained. One great 
End. Works, vol. vii. p. 216. 

Christ then, according to Dr. Priestley, was a sacrifice, be- 
cause he died and rose again to ascertain and exemplify the doc- 
trine of a future state. But, without his actual death and 
resurrection, this could not have been done. Therefore, with- 
out his death, our salvation from sin could not have been pro- 
cured. 

(2.) I am obliged to confess, that I cannot discern the force 
of any part of this reasoning. 

Even if we admit the statement of his premises to be per- 
fectly unexceptionable: still nothing can be more woefully 
illogical than the conclusion, which Dr. Priestley has drawn 
from them. 

The premises are; that Christ was a sacrifice, because, for 
our benefit, he died and rose again to ascertain and to exemplify 
the doctrine of a future state. The conclusion from these pre- 
mises is: that, Without his death, our salvation from sin could 
not have been procured. 

Now such a conclusion will by no means legitimately follow 
from such premises. On the theory of Dr. Priestley, Christ’s 
death and resurrection might, we will say, be necessary to as- 
certain the doctrine of a future state: but I see not, according 
to Dr. Priestley’s estimate of them, how either his death or his 
resurrection could be essentials, without which our salvation 
from sin could not have been procured. Certainly, from his 
avowed premises, by no dialectic machinery with which I am 
acquainted, can this most singular conclusion be extracted. 
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The only legitimate syllogism, which can be framed upon 
them, will stand in manner following. 

It is quite easy to conceive: that salvation from sin might 
practically have been procured wirHout any knowledge of the 
doctrine of a future state. 

But nothing more, than the doctrine of a future state, could 
be ascertained by the death and resurrection of Christ. 

Therefore, witHout either his death or his resurrection, our 
salvation from sin, on Dr. Priestley’s own principles, might very 
well have been procured. | 

The palpable fault, in short, of Dr. Priestley’s reasoning, is this. 

He makes the attainment and exemplification of the doctrine 
of a future state AN ESSENTIAL, without which our salvation from 
sin could not have been gained. 

But, as this position is in no wise established by his syllo- 
gism : 80, in point of fact, it is absolutely untrue. 

There is no conceivable reason: why, through a sufficient 
moral discipline and (as the Catholic will add) through the 
meritorious passion of Christ, salvation from sin might not 
have been gained by the human race, without any ascertainment 
and exemplification of the doctrine of a future state. Reformed 
man might have been saved from sin in a future state, even if 
it had not pleased God previously to reveal and establish its 
actual existence. 

Thus glaringly illogical is Dr. Priestley’s reasoning, even if 
we admit the statement of his premises to be perfectly unex- 
ceptionable: but, in truth, the entire management of his argu- 
ment evinces a hopeless confusion of ideas not a little marvel- 
lous and extraordinary. 

That the resurrection of Christ from the dead was necessary 
to ascertain and exemplify, at least to our bodily senses, the 
doctrine of a future state: 1 can readily understand. But I 
cannot perceive: that Ais vIoLENT death upon the cross, the 
ONLY circumstance which even in Dr. Priestley’s orientalised 
sense of the word could constitute him a sacrifice, was at all 
necessary for that great object. 
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The circumstance, which was necessary to ascertain and ex- 
emplify the doctrine of a future state, was not our Lord's vio- 
LENT death, but his triumphant resurrection. So far as Dr. 
Priestley’s statement of the matter is concerned, there was not 
the slightest NEED of Christ’s vioLeNt death or (as our expositor 
would say) of Christ’s figuratively becoming a sacnirice. Every 
end, respecting the ascertainment of a future state, would have 
been answered just as well, if he had quietly died a waTuRAL 
death. For let us suppose that he had died a natural death, 
and that afterward at the end of a month (when the fact of his 
death could not be doubted) he had triumphantly risen from the 
grave: would not (provided only the fact of his death were 
sufficiently established) the doctrine of a future state have been 
quite as much ascertained and exemplified by the circumstance 
of his resurrection, as if his death had been effected by the hand 
of violence ? 

The truth is, Dr. Priestley has oddly confounded together, as 
JOINTLY constituting a sINGLE proof, the two perfectly distinct 
facts of Christ's violent death and Christ’s triumphant resur- 
rection. . 

Now that common sense, which he so warmly patronises, 
may itself teach us: that the death of Christ, whether VIOLENT 
Or NATURAL, could be no proof or exemplification of a future 
state. 

The reality of this state could only be ascertained and ex- 
emplified by the fact of Christ's resurrection: and such proof 
and exemplification would be equally procured by the fact of 
his resurrection, whether he had suffered a vtolent death or 
whether he had quietly died a natural death. 

Hence it is sufficiently clear: that, on the scheme of Dr. 
Priestley, there was no sort of occasion for Christ's violent death 
on the cross ; notwithstanding so much is said, on that precise 
point, in Holy Scripture. So far as the doctrine of a future 
state is concerned, such a death was wholly superfluous and 
useless. To say, therefore, on his own principles, as Dr. 
Priestley says; that, without Christ's death, that is to say, with- 
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out Christ’s viotent death (for, through no other death, can 
the historian even ortentalise him into A sacririce of any de- 
scription), the great end of his mtsston, our salvation from sia, 
could not have been gained: to make such an assertion as this 
is plainly, under every possible aspect, most inaccurate and 
most illogical. 

The great end of Christ’s mission was our salvation from 
sin. 
But, in the first place, the proof and exemplification of the 
doctrine of a future state is no way essentially necessary to the 
accomplishment of this purpose : and, in the second place, even 
if it were essentially necessary, still, according to Dr. Priestley’s 
view of the whole question, the proof and exemplification of the 
doctrine of a future state, and thence the accomplishment of the 
great end of Christ's mission, might have been effected just as 
well by a resurrection after a natural death as by a resurrection 
after a violent death. — 

To assert, consequently ; that Christ died for us or on our ac- 
count, because he died a violent death, and thus became a figura- 
tive sacrifice, for the purpose of ascertaining and exemplifying 
the doctrine of a future state: is palpably, on Dr. Priestley’s 
system, most untrue and most incorrect. 

In fact, that whole system, when legitimately stated accord- 
ing to its necessary and inevitable bearings, goes directly to 
maintain, in evident defiance of Scripture and in presumptuous 
contempt of God’s predetermined counsels, THE UTTER INUTILITY 
OF CHRIST'S VIOLENT DEATH UPON THE CROSS. 





NUMBER VII. 


RESPECTING THE TEXT CONTAINED IN Heb. i. 3. 





Tue text, which occurs in Heb. i. 3, I have briefly noticed as 
the mother text, from which originated, and upon which were 
founded, the language and doctrine, common alike to the Ante-« 
nicene Fathers and to the Nicene Creed: that The Son is de- 
rivatively from the Father, as light is from light. 

Whence it was concluded : that The Son from the Father ta 
true God from true God, inasmuch as light from light is true 
light from true light; the Son with the Father being consub- 
stantial, just as light with light is consubstantial. Bee above, 
book ii. chap. 10. § m. 2. 

This text, however, which may justly be deemed the special 
scriptural basis of the doctrine of Consubstantiality, deserves, 
from its high importance, a somewhat more extended consider- 
ation. 

The following is the form, wherein it stands in the original 
Greek of the inspired Writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews. 

“Oc oy axavyaopa ric dding xal yapaxrip rij¢ trocrdcews 
avrov. 

I. In our common English Version, this place, somewhat in- 
adequately, not to say inaccurately, is translated as follows. 

Who being the brightness of his glory and the express image 
of hts person. 

1. By thus rendering the passage, our translators, in the first 
place, lose all the force of the preposition dxo in composition. 
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For dravyacpa ric ddéne is, not merely the brightness or his 
glory, but the refulgence From his glory: the refulgence itself 
emanating from the primordial glory of the Father. 

2. And, in the second place, they exhibit the word txoera- 
oewc, as here meaning person: whereas, in truth, it here means 
substance or essence or subsistence. 

II, The translation of Bishop Bull is more correct than that 
of our vulgar English: for he justly renders trocrdcews by 
essentie. But he has equally pretermitted, what I deem the pe- 
culiar force of dravyacpa: for he simply renders it splendor, 
as if the Apostle had written uncompoundedly avyacya. 

Splendor paterne gloria, character essentia ipsius. Bull. 
Def. Fid. Nic. sect. ii. c. 4. § 5. 

III. On these considerations, I would render the passage in 
manner following. 

Who being the refulgence from his glory and the very impress 
of his substance. 

With respect to my translation of dravyacpa rijc¢ ddénc, the 
phrase at once speaks for itself. But it may be proper to state 
the grounds, why, in common with Bishop Bull, who has not 
professedly entered upon the subject, I would render izo- 
aracewc by substance rather than by person. 

1. For the convenience of preciseness of expression, while 
the word o’cia was employed to denote substance or essence, 
the word ixderacrc was at length ExcLUsIVELY employed to 
denote person or personal subsistence. 

Hence, when this system of phraseology was finally adopted, 
there were said to be three trooracere in the single ovcia of the 
Godhead. 

But, anterior to the Nicene Council, the sense of the word 
Uxdoractg was by no means thus limited. For it was originally 
employed to denote, not only person or personal subsistence, 
but likewise subsistence in the sense of essence or substance : in 
which essence or substance more than one person may partici- 
pate. 

2. This circumstance is remarked by Jerome in one of his 
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Epistles to Damasus: and, perhaps not very reasonably, the 
irritable Father seems to have been a good deal dissatisfied with 
this limitation of the term. For he labours under the impres- 
sion: that, by alleging the existence of three brocracecc in the 
Deity, we might be misunderstood as alleging the heretical 
notion of three distinct and mutually different substances, 

Nunc igitur, proh dolor, post niceenam fidem, post alexan- 
drinum juncto pariter Occidente decretum, TRIUM HYPOSTASEON, 
ab Arianorum preesule et Campensibus, novellum a me, bomine 
romano, nomen exigitur. 

Qui, queso, ista apostoli prodidere? Quis novus magister 
gentium Paulus hec docuit? 

Interrogamus: Quid TRES HYPOSTASES posse arbitrentur 
tntelligt ? 

Tres personas subsistentes, aiunt. 

Respondemus: Nos ita credere. Non sufficit sensus : nomen 
ipsum efflagitant; quia nescio quid veneni in syllabis latet. 

Clamamus: Si quis TRES HYPOSTASES aut TRIA ENYPOSTATA, 
hoc est, Tres subsistentes personas, non confitetur, anathema sit. 
Et, quia vocabula non ediscimus, heeretici judicamur. 

Si quis autem, Hypostasin vusi1an intelligens, non in tribus 
personis unam hypostasin dicit: alienus a Christo est. Et, sub 
hac confessione, vobiscum pariter, cauterio unionis inurimur. 

Discernite, si placet, obsecro: non timebo TRES HYPOSTASES 
dicere.— : 

Tota secularium litterarum schola nihil aliud nypostasin, 
nisi USIAN, novit. Et quis, rogo, ore sacrilego, TRES SUBSTANTIAS 
preedicabit? Una est Dei et sola natura, que vere est.— 

Sufficiat nobis dicere: Unam substantiam, tres personas sub- 
sistenles, perfectas, equales, coeternas. Taceantur TRES HY- 
POSTASES, si placet: et uNA teneatur. Hieron. Epist. ad 
Damas. lvii. Oper. vol. 1. p. 163. 

(1.) In asserting it to be new phraseology to say, that There 
are THREE HYPOSTASES in the one Deity : Jerome, most assur- 
edly, is mistaken. 

The word trdcranc had been used, anterior to the first 
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Council of Nice, in the sense both of person and of substance, or 
in the sense both of a personal subsistence and of a substratic 
essence. To Jerome, a Latin, it was familiar only in the latter 
sense. Hence, when it came to be, by general consent, Exciu- 
SIVELY employed in the sense of person or personal subsistence ; 
while otofa was reserved, EXCLUSIVELY also, to denote substance 
or substratic essence: Jerome was scandalised; because he 
imagined, that The assertion of THREE HYPOSTASES i” the God- 
head was an assertion of THREE SUBSTANCES. 

(2.) Any dispute, respecting mere phraseology, may, at least 
with reasonable polemics, be at once settled by accuracy of 
definition. 

8S. The same circumstance, of txdcraace having been em- 
ployed to denote substance, was well known also, as we may 
naturally suppose, to the Greek Athanasius. 

Hence, for the avowed purpose of shewing; that Origen, in 
common with Theognostus and Dionysius of Alexandria, main- 
tained the doctrine of the consuBSTANTIALITY Of the Son with the 
Father : he cites a passage from that writer, in which the word 
ovcia indeed or the word épuooveto¢ occurs not, but in which the 
doctrine is taught through the medium of the word txderacic 
which Origen there uses in the sense of oveia. 

This passage, which, because it contains not the precise 
term ovcia or dpoovcwc, I previously omitted to quote along 
with other passages asserting the tenet of coNSUBSTANTIALITY 
(book ii. chap. 10. § 11. 1. note.), is highly important, not merely 
as shewing the doctrine of Origen himself, but as teaching us 
how the text in the Epistle to the Hebrews was interpreted in 
the early Church. 

(1.) Origen deduces from it the doctrine of consussTAN- 
TIALITY : and the mode, in which he effects this, is by under- 
standing the Apostle’s word ixoordcewe in the sense of obolac 
or substance, and by then arguing that The Son cannot but be 
consubstantial mith the Father, because he is a refulgence from 
the Paternal Glory and therefore homogeneous Light from ho- 
mogeneous Light. 

I 
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El gore elxwy rov Oeob rot doparov, ddparoc eixwy. "Eyw de 
roApheac xpocGeiny dy, dre xal Gpotdrnce ruyxavwy rov Tarpoc, 
obx éorty Ere obx Hy. dre yap 6 Oedc, 6 xara rov ‘lwdyyny 
doc Neydpevoc (6 Oede yap Pac eortr), dravyacpa ov« elyxe ric 
diac ddéne ; “Iva rodpheac ric dpxiy dp elvac Yiov xpdérepov 
otk Gvroc. dre dé f rite dpphrou kai dxarovopydorov xal ag¢0éyx- 
rov troordctewe rou Harpic cixwy, 6 xapacrip Adyoc, 6 ytywoxwy 
roy Iarépa, ov« 4v; Karavoelrw yap 6 rodpoy cal Adywr, Fy 
wore Ore ob jy & Yidc, Gre épei cal ro, copla wore oix hy, cal 
Aédyog ob Ay, cai [wr otc Fy. Orig. apud Athan. Synod. Nic. 
cont. heer. Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 423. 

(2.) Yet, though, as Athanasius rightly judged, Origen un- 
derstands, in the sense of substance or essence, the word ixderacte 
as employed in the text from the Epistle to the Hebrews: he 
scruples not elsewhere to use the word in that sense of person, 
to which, for the convenience of precision (notwithstanding 
the complaints of Jerome) it was afterward EXCLUSIVELY con- 
fined. 

"Hpeic pévrocye rpcic troordcac weOdpevor ruyxdvey, rov 
Harépa cal rév Yiov cai ro“Ayrov Llvevpa. Comment. in Jo- 
hann. tom. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 56. 

Ei 36 rig x rovrwy reptowacOhoerat, ph 7 abropodovpery wpoc 
rove dvaipovrrac duo elvat txoordcec Larépa cai Yidy'—Opne- 
cebopev ody rov Iarépa rijc GAnOelac kai rov Yiov ryv adhGeay, 
Svra dbo rH twoordoe: xpaypara. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viti. 
p- 386. 

4. The text in the Epistle to the Hebrews, thus, by the con- 
sent of the primitive Church, and indeed by the very necessity 
of intelligible language authoritatively propounding the doctrine 
of the Consubstantiality of the Son with the Father and thence 
by inevitable consequence the doctrine of the true divinity of 
the Son: we may now add, to the host of Antenicenes who har- 
moniously assert the dogma of Consubstantiality, the venerable 
Clement of Rome, that fellow-labourer of St. Paul whose name 
is m the book of life. 

(1.) Evidently on the authority of the text before us, as ap- 
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pears both from the general context of the place and likewise 
from its express phraseology, Clement calls our Lord the re- 
fulgence from the majesty of the Father. 

“Og dy drabyaopa ric peyadwovrne avrov. Clem. Rom. Epist. 
ad Corinth. i. § 36. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. i. p. 168. 

But, by thus designating him, Clement avows his own belief 
to be: that Christ is light from light, and, consequently, true God 
from true God. 

(2.) In exact accordance with this belief, he professes, in a 
most valuable fragment preserved by Basil, to hold : that the true 
living subsistence, as contradistinguished from the dead gods of 
the Gentiles (agreeably to the just remark of Bishop Bull), is 
God and the Lord Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit; by the 
true God meaning the Father, who, by the early writers is com- 
monly thus styled simply, as being the atrd@eo¢c or the xny) 
Oedrnroc. 

"AMAd kat 6 KAfpne dpxaixwrepor Zn, pyoiv, 0 Oedg cai o 
Kupuwec "Inoove Xpiorog xai ro Hvevpa ro“Aywov. Basil. Oper. 
vol. ii. p. 858. Paris. 1637. 

(3.) The three holy names, we may observe, he unites to- 
gether as in the baptismal form, which gave rise to what was 
emphatically styled the Symbol of the Trinity: and, on this 
union, which the School of Dr. Priestley would persuade us is 
an union of the Deity and a mere creature and an abstract 
quality, it is admirably remarked by Athanasius; that Jn the 
very nature and reason of things, there can be no assoctatton 
of the creature mith the Creator, no connumeration of the thing 
made nith its Maker. 

Hola yap covwvia ry Kriopare mpoc Kreorny ; Atarl ro wewoen- 
pévoy ovvapOueirac rp Tocjoarre cic my rev rayrwy rerelwory; 
"H dari 4 wiorte Kad’ bade cig Krior)y xal tv xriopa wapadido- 
rat; Athan. cont. Arian. Orat. iti. Oper. vol. i. p. 218. 

5. Yet, while the early doctors held, on the necessary prin- 
ciple of the text in the Epistle to the Hebrews, that the Son is 
very God as being of the same substance with the Father. they 
carefully guarded against the notion, that by the birth of the 
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Son, the substance of the eternal Father was divided as if by 
absctssion ; a notion, which would plainly introduce a species 
of polytheism. 

“Ore dbvapuc abrn, iy Kai Oedv cadet 6 mpognrixog Adyos, da 
FONGY woatrwe drodédeccrat, kal Gyyedov, oby we Td row fAlov 
Pac ovdpare pdvov dpBucirat, ddAd xa dpcOug Erepdy re Earl, 
Kal &y roic xpoetpnpevotc cid Bpaxéwy rov Adyoy ékhraca, einwy 
riy dbvamey rabrny yeyervijcOa dra rov TWarpoc, duvdpec cai 
Bovdy abrov: ddd’ ob card droropy, wo dropeptLopévne ric 
rov Iarpo¢ obciac, dxoia ra G\Xa ravra peptZoueva cal rep- 
yopeva ob ra aira éoriy d Kal mply runOijvac’ Kal rapadelyparog 
Xap, wmapedfgoey ra we awd mupo¢g dvaxrdueva wupa érepa 
dpwpev, obdéy éXarroupévou Exeivou E ov dvagpOijvat roddAd dv- 
vavrat, dAAd rabrov pévovroc. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p: 281. 

IV. Thus, through the medium of the text in the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, with the primitive Church and by the very ne- 
cessity of intelligible phraseology, we deduce the doctrine of 
the Son’s Consubstantiality with the Father from the express 
and unequivocal declaration of Scripture. 


NUMBER VIII. 


ESS ES PEST CTE 2 OF THE FHREE-FOLD GENE- 
BaSUS 2f TSE WORD OF GOD. 
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Deemrum fexesc. Sa: e: Diocuimms non ante ea, quorum Do- 
wat easerm<c . asi Docomes tantum futurus quandoque: 
won Mame ver Piso sicct Jadex per delictum ; ita et Domi- 
wer Fe Qa wh secv-ccra fecasset. Tertull. adv. Hermog. 
&. war 2 QE 
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I. I need scarcely to remark: that, from Tertullian’s igno- 
rance of the hebrew language, his whole criticism u pon the latin 
word Dominus (most unhappily, from the septuagint greek 
Kuproc, employed to express the hebrew word Jehovah, which 
bears quite a different signification) is completely erroneous. 

But, though the criticism itself be erroneous, it fully sets 
forth the principle of Tertullian’s reasoning: and thus it will 
act, as a sort of key to the entire passage. 

1, With respect to the prominent clause in the passage now 
before us, even if we were to allow, that Tertullian denied the 
eternity of the Son, we should only allow: that a very acute 
and inquisitive writer was, by the restlessness of his own mind, 
led to contradict the universal judgment of the Antenicene 
Church. But, in truth, no such concession either can or ought 
to be made. 

Tertullian denies not the eternity of the second person of the 
Trinity, in the abstract: he merely, in the concrete, asserts ; 
that that person did not always exist under the specific character 
of the Son, according to the idea which he would himself annex 
to the term Son. 

His opinion is: that, when the first person of the Trinity was 
pleased, through the agency of the second, to create the world ; 
at that precise time, in the voluntary divine arrangement of the 
economy, the second person began to be the Son: so that, 
although the second person had eternally existed as the second 
person; he did not begin to exist under the specific character 
of the Son, until the time arrived for the creation of the Uni- 
verse. 

This opinion is distinctly expressed, in a single short sen- 
tence, by the ancient author of the Epistle to Diognetus. 

He, who is ETERNAL, ts reckoned @ Son TODAY. 

Otrog O AEI, SHMEPON Yide AoyroGelc. Epist. ad Diognet. 
in Oper. Justin Martyr. p. 387. 

2. That such is his meaning, is evident from the whole tenor 
both of his statement and of his argument : for the statement 
and the argument are, manifestly, to the following purpose. 
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In the same sense that the Son did not always exist, he tells 
us, that the Father likewise did not always exist: though God 
himself, as God, had existed from, and will exist to, all eternity. 
For God is an absolute term, importing the very essence of the 
Divinity: but Father is only a relative term, importing and 
involving the idea of Paternity. Hence, although the Deity in 
three persons had existed, absolutely as God, from all eternity: 
still the relative names of Father and Son, being strictly econo- 
mical and bearing an immediate reference to the creation of the 
world, commenced alike at the era of the creation. 

8. This speculation of Tertullian, I am no way concerned, 
either to defend or to oppose: I merely remark, that such was 
his speculation. 

His whole assertion, in short, is precisely the same, as if he 
had said: There was a time, when there was no Creator ; though 
there never was a time, when there was not God. 

Absolutely, God ever existed: relatively, he existed not as a 
Creator until the creation of the world. 

4. In reality, if Tertullian had meant to deny the eternity of 
the Son in the same sense that an Arian or a Socinian denies it, 
he would have flatly contradicted himself. For, in another 
place, under the absolute name of Essential Truth, he directly 
asserts the eternity of Christ. 

Dominus noster Christus Veritatem se, non consuetudinem, 
cognominavit. Si semper Christus, et prior omnibus: aeque 
Veritas SEMPITERNA et antiquares. ‘Tertull. de virgin. veland. 
§ 1. Oper. p. 490. 

II. The speculation before us was no way peculiar to Ter- 
tullian: and, for the more complete clearing of the matter, it 
may not be useless to enter yet further upon the subject. 

Among the early ecclesiastical writers, the notion of 4 pro- 
cession or a demturgic generation of the Word in the character of 
the Son is by no means uncommon. They seem to have adopted 
the doctrine, from a combination of John i. 18, with John i. 
1—8 and Heb. i. 5, 6. 

Through all eternity, they held, the Word was in the bosom 
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of the Father: which bosom of the Father they deemed his spe- 
cial place or habitation. But, when the universe was to be 
created, the Word, hitherto quiescent, issued forth or proceeded 
as the Son of God: and then, through his agency, all things 
were made. 

1. Thus Tertullian himself fully explains what he means by 
saying, that There was a lime when the Son was not. For he 
mtimates; that the Word had atways existed in the essence of 
God, prior to the creation of the world: and yet he states ; that 
* the demiurgic generation of the Son took place, immediately 
before the creation, and for the precise purpose of the creation. 

Aiunt quidem (heretici) et Genesim in Hebraico ita incipere : 
In principio Deus fecit sbi Filium. Hoc ut firmum non sit, 
alia me argumenta deducunt ab ipsa Dei dispositione, qua fuit 
ante mundi constitutionem, adusque Filii generationem. Ante 
omnia enim Deus erat solus; ipse sibi et mundus, et locus, et 
omnia: solus autem, quia nihil extrinsecus preter illum. 
Coeterum ne tunc quidem solus: habebat enim secum, quam 
habebat in semetipso, Rationem suam scilicet. Rationalis enim 
Deus, et Ratio in ipso prius: et ita ab ipso omnia. Que Ratio 
sensus ipsius est, hanc Greeci Adyoy dicunt: quo vocabulo 
etiam Sermonem appellamus.—Tunc igitur etiam ipse Sermo 
speciem et ornatum suum sumit, sonum et vocem, cum dicit 
Deus: Fiat Lux. Hee est nativitas perfecta Sermonis, dum ex 
Deo procedit: conditus ab eo primum ad cogitatum in nomine 
Sophise ; Deus condidit me initium viarum: dehinc generatus 
ad effectum; Cum pararet coelum, aderam illi: exinde eum 
parem sibi faciens, de quo procedendo Filius factus est ; primo- 
genitus, ut ante omnia genitus; et unigenitus, ut solus ex Deo 
genitus ; proprié de vulva cordis ipsius, secundum quod et 
Pater ipse testatur, Eructavit cor meum Sermonem optimum. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 3, 4. Oper. p. 407, 408. 

2. To the same purpose speaks Athenagoras, relative to the 
ETERNAL existence of the Word in the bosom of the Father 
anterior to his prolation for the purpose of creating the uni- 
verse. 
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Hpéroy yévynpa elvac (roy Maida) rg Larpl, oby oc yevdpe- 
voy’ & dpxiic yap 6 Oedc, voc aidw¢ dy, elyev abric éw Eaurgy 
rov Adyoy, aidiwg Noyuxdc Sv. Athenag. Legat. § x. p. 38, 39. 

8. In like manner also, Theophilus of Antioch, after calling 
the second person of the Trinity, The Word who ts EVER tn- 
herent in the heart of God, Adyov rév 3vra ALAILANTOX évdk- 
aGeroy év xapdig Ocov, proceeds to state: that, when God wished 
to create whatever he had purposed, he begat this Word in the 
way of prolation, born before the whole creation. 

‘Ordre S€ ABéAnoev 6 Oede wotijoat Sea éBovdebcaro, rovroy ’ 
rov Adyov éyévynoe xpopopikoy, xpwréroxoy xaone xricews. 
Theoph. ad Autol. lib. ii. § 22. p. 865. 

4. The same doctrine, likewise, we find propounded by that 
very early Father, Justin Martyr. 

"ANAd rovro rd rp Svrt ud rov Harpo rpoBAnOery yérynua 
po wayrwy rey ronpdrwy ovriy rp Llarpl, cai rovrp 6 Hardp 
Tpogopminrel, we 6 Adyog did rov Loropsyvog edhrweey, Sri cai doyy 
apo xavrwy rev womparwy rovr abro cal yévynua bx rov Oecd 
éyeyévynro, 6 Lodla dua Zodopsvoc xadetrac. Justin. Dial. cum 
Tryph. Oper. p. 222. 

“Ore yeyevvijo8ac vxo rov Tlarpog rovro ro yévynpa wpe way- 
twy dwrwc Trey Krioparwy, & Adyor Edndov' Kal, TO yervwpevor 
rou yevywvrog apiOug Erepdy EoTt, wac Goric ov Spodroyhoete. 
Ibid. p. 281. 

5. His contemporary Irenéus, also, similarly maintains the 
ETERNAL existence of the Word with the Father, prior both to 
his creation of the world and to his assumption of the nature of 
his creature man. : 

Ostenso manifesté, quod in principio Verbum existens apud 
Deum ; per quem omnia facta sunt, qui et semper aderat generi 
humano; hunc novissimis temporibus, secundum prefinitum 
tempus a Patre, unitum suo plasmati, passibilem hominem fac- 
tum: exclusa est omnis contradictio dicentium ; Ss ergo tunc 
est, non erat anté Christus, Ostendimus enim, quia son 
ceepit Filius Dei, existens semper apud Patrem. Iren. 
Vv. heer, lib, iii. c, 20. p. 208. 
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ILI. Under this view of the question, the ancients attributed 
to the Divine Word a three-fold generation. 

1. So far as his essential nature is concerned, the Word of 
God was begotten of the Father from all eternity ; as an eter- 
nal river from an eternal fountain, as an eternal germination 
from an eternal root, as an eternal ray from an eternal sun: so 
that there never was a time, when the Word of God existed not 
in the bosom of the Father. 

Hence, as thus peculiarly and physically existing in the 
bosom of the Father, he is, as the Apostle speaks, the ontr- 
BEGOTTEN Son. 

‘O povoyeric Yioc, 6 Sy cic roy codwoy roe Ilarpéc. Johan. i 
18. 

2. Yet the Word proceeded from the Father energetically, 
when he went forth from him to create the universe : and this 
procession or prolation the early writers were accustomed to 
view as the demiurgic generation of the Son, in which (accord- 
ing to Tertullian) the Word first assumed the character of a 
Son to the Father. 

Hence he is denominated the rinst-porx of the whole cre- 
ation or him who was BORN BEFORE the whole creation. 

Iperéronog xdone crivews. Coloss. i. 1 5 

$. Again, when the same Word came down from the bosom 
of the Father, and entered into the womb of the Virgin, and of 
her became man through the obumbration of the Holy Ghost : 
this also was esteemed a generation or birth of the Divine Word 
in the character of the Son of God. 

Hence, under this aspect, the predicted Christ is, by the 
angel, expressly called the Son of God or the Son of the Most 
High. 

Yidg “Yypiorov cdOnoeras.—KAnOgoerac Yiog Ocov. Luc. i. 
32, 35. 

IV. It may be proper here to remark : that, for the purpose 
of describing the prolation of the Son from the substance of the 
Father, some of the early eeclesiastical writers occasionally cite 
the greek mistranslation of Prov. vill. 22; in which mistransla- 
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tion the Divine Wisdom is said to have been created by the 
Lord. | | 

Kiptoc Exriot pe apxiy dda abrov eic Epya abrov. 

Such, for instance, is the case, with Justin, Athenagoras, 
Tertullian, and Dionysius of Rome. 

But, while they doubtless cite this text from the Greek of 
the Seventy, common equity requires: that their principle of 
citation should be explained by themselves ; and that they should 
not be hastily set down, by some rapid antitrinitarian speculatist, 
as teaching the creation of the Son, because they quote a text, 
which, in a palpable mistranslation, describes the Divine Wisdom 
as having been created (éxrice) by the Lord. 

1. Now Justin Martyr expressly tells us: that he under- 
stands the word éxrice, in no other sense than that of begetting. 
For, though he cites the mistranslated text, he cites it for the 
avowed purpose of proving: that God the Father begat (yeyév- 
ynxe) from himself the Power, which is called God the Son or 
The Word of God. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 221. 
Compare Ibid. p. 281. 

2. Athenagoras, in like manner, cites the text to shew: that 
the Son was the first offspring (xpérov yévynpa) to the Father ; 
that he was not produced in the way of making (ov 
yevopevoy); but that he was eternally inherent (elyev abrog év 
éaurg rov Adyov, aidiwe Aoyixo¢g wy) in the Father. Athenag. 
Legat. § x. p. 38—40. Now the whole of this language is 
plainly incompatible with the idea of creation in our sense of 
the term. 

3. So likewise Tertullian professes to consider the word 
éxrige, aS Synonymous with begetting. Therefore he evidently 
views it, as Not involving the notion of any proper creation. 

- Denique, ut necessariam sensit ad opera mundi, statim eam 
(scil. Sophiam) condit et generat in seipso. Dominus, inquit, 
condidit me tnttium viarum suarum in opera sua. Tertull. adv. 
Herm. § 8. Oper. p. 343. 

' 4 Even yet more express, if it be possible, is Dionysius of 
Rome. For he actually troubles himself, with what might well 
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have been spared, had he consulted the original Hebrew of the 
Book of Proverbs : he actually troubles himself with a criticism, 
by which he would shew; that the verb éxrive does not neces- 
sarily convey the idea of creation, but that in the text from the 
Book of Proverbs it ought to be understood in the sense of 
setting a person over a thing: and the very ground of his 
criticism is AN EXPRESS DENIAL THAT THE SON IS A CREATURE. 

Ob peiov & dy rig Karapépgotro Kai rove xoinpa roy Yiov elvat 
éolalovrac, kal yeyovevat rov Kipioy, dowep Ev rt Ovrwe yevo- 
pévwy, vomilovrag ray Oeiwy Aoylwy, yévynoww abre ry dp- 
porrovaay Kai mpéxovcay, GX’ ovyi wa riva Kai xolnow,, 
xpoopaprupovvrwy. BAdopnpoyr ovy ov ro rvxov, péyioroy per 
ovv, xecpowolnroy, rpéxov Twa, Néyery rov Kipiov. Ei yap yé- 
yovev Yiog, hy Gre oix Hy. “Adi d€ hy, etye év rp Tarpé ory de 
airéc gnoty, Kal ei Adyog cai Logia cai Avyapic 6 Xprordg’ 
ravra yap elyar roy Xptorov ai Oeiae Aéyover ypagal donep 
éxioracGe, ravra dé duvapec ovoat rov Ocov rvyydavovew. Ei 
roivuy yéyovey 6 Yidc, hy Gre obx hy ravra’ hy apa xaipoc, Gre 
xwple rourwy Wy 6 Oedc’ aroxwraroy O€ rovro. Kal ri &y én 
xéov wept rovrwy xpoc tae dtadeyoipny, xpoc avdpac mvevpa- 
ropdpoug Kai cagiig Extorapévoug rag aroniac rac Ex rov rolnpa 
Aéyeer rov Yiov dvaxuxroveac; Ale por Soxovor py mpocecynKévat 
roy vouy of Kabnynodpevor ric Odin raurne, Kai dta rovro Komoy 
rod d&AnOoic Senpapryxévat, érépwe 7) Bovrerar rabry f Oela cal 
mpopnrixh ypagy, rd Kupeoc Exrisé pe apyiy ddwy abroi, éxdet- 
Gpevor. OF pla yap } rou” Exricey, we tore, onpacia’ “Exrioe yap 
évrav0a dxovoréoy, ayri rov, Extornce roicg tx’ avrov yeyovdow 
Epyotc, yeyovdar O€ Ov’ abrov rov Yiov’ oby) dé ye ro”Exrice voy 
Aéyour’ Gy ext rod 'Exolnoe’ ciagéper ydp rov xotjoat ro Krioat. 
Dionys. Rom. apud Athan. Epist. de Synod. Nic. cont. heer. 
Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 422. Vide etiam Athan. Ibid. 
p. 410, 411. 

5. In truth, as it has been well remarked by Valesius and 
, Bishop Bull, the Antenicene Writers used the word criZew in 
the extended sense of production of any description, whether 
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ereative or generative: and the preceding authorities amply 
establish the justice of their remark. 

Accordingly, on this principle, Bishop Bull vindicates the 
phraseology of Clement of Alexandria, in styling the Son, with 
evident reference to the greek mistranslation of the text in 
Proverbs xpwroxricroy cogiay. 

Ab aliis id etiam in Clemente reprehenditur, quod Filium 
Dei alicubi dixerit rpwréxricroy copiay, primo creatam sapien- 
tiam. Sed frustra prorsus et illi sunt. Nam constat, vocem 
rioroc, in eo Clementis loco, idem significare quod yerrnrdc ; 
quemadmodum etiam Latiné creare dicitur pro gignere, ut Sul- 
mone creatos, id est, progenitos. Sané Clementem non existi- 
masse, Filium Dei esse creaturam, ex iis que supra ex ipso 
attulimus, meridiana luce clarius est. 

Subjungam hic verba preestantissimi viri, Henrici Valesii. 

Certé veteres theologi, inquit, ac precipué ti qui ante Concilii 
Niceeni tempora scripserunt, per vocabulum xrilev, non solum- 
modo creationem intellexerunt que ex nihilo fit, sed omnem gene- 
raliter productionem, tam que ab eterno esset, quam illam que 
in tempore. Bull. Defens. Fid. Nic. sect. ii. c. 6. § 8. 





NUMBER IX. 


RESPECTING TERTULLIAN'S EXPRESSION, THAT MAN WAS ANIMATED 
FROM THE SUBSTANCE OF GOD. 


I wave cited Tertullian, as one of the many Antenicenes: 
who, even expressly and in so many words, propounded the 
catholic doctrine of The Son’s conscBsTaNnTIALity with the Fa- 
ther. See above, book ii. chap. 10. § 11. 1. 

Now, respecting the creation of man, this writer employs 
language: which, because it is liable to misapprehension and 
perversion, may seem to require a brief examination. 

Alluding to Gen. ii. 7, he says: that Man was animated from 
the sussTaNce of God. 

Recognosce, ut ex imagine et similitudine Dei, quo habeas et 
tu in temetipso rationem, qui es animal rationale, a rational 
scilicet artifice non tantum factus, sed etiam ex SUBSTANTIA 
ipsius animatus. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 3. Oper. p. 407. 

I. Language of this somewhat incautious description, which 
seems to have been used by others before it was employed by 
Tertullian, gave rise to the not unplausible objection of Marcion. 

Choosing to understand the expression as importing the ab- 
solute consubstantiality of man’s spirit with the essence of God 
(much in the same manner, I suppose, as the pagan philosophers 
held the excerption of human souls from the essence of the 
Supreme Numen), he urged: that, in that case, The substance 
of God is made capable of sin. 

Quoquo tamen, inquis, modo, substantia Creatoris delicti 
capax invenitur; cum afflatus Dei, id est, anima in homine, 
deliquit: nec potest non ad originalem summam referri corrup- 
tio portionis. Tertull. adv, Marcion. lib. ii. §7. Oper. p. 176. 
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II. The reply of Tertullian, though it excuses not the un- 
wary incorrectness of the language employed by his predeces- 
sors and himself, at least explains it to import no such mon- 
strous opinion as that affixed to it by Marcion. 

He answers: that The breath of God is not the same as The 
Essential Spirit of God. For, though issuing forth from him, 
it still is by him created. Consequently, the soul of man, 
though breathed into him by God, is, nevertheless, a work or 
created production of God. 

In primis, tenendum, quod Greeca Scriptura signavit, afflatum 
nominans, non spiritum.—Homo imago Dei, id est, spiritus: 
Deus enim spiritus. Imago ergo spiritiis, afflatus. Porro 
imago veritati non usquequaque adeequabitur. Aliud est, enim, 
secundum veritatem esse: aliud, tpsam veritatem esse.— Denique, 
cum manifesté Scriptura dicat, fldsse Deum in factem hominis, 
et factum hominem in animam vivam, non in spiritum vivifica- 
torem, separavit eam a conditione factoris. Opus enim aliud 
sit, necesse est, ab artifice; id est, inferius artifice. Nec ur- 
ceus enim, factus a figulo, ipse erit figulus: ita nec afflatus, 
factus a spiritu, ideo erit spiritus. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. ii. 
§ 7. Oper. p. 176, 177. 

Now, in no such inferior creative sense as this, does Tertul- 
lian say: that The Son and the Holy Ghost are o¥ THE sUB- 
sTANCE Of the Father. His language, as I have already cited 
it, is far too definite and express to allow of any misapprehen- 
sion: nor does he ever give it any such qualifying explanation, 
as he gives his expression respecting man being animated from 
God's suBSTANCE. 

III, I have thought it right to notice this matter, lest some 
opponent should peradventure say : that, if Tertullian speaks 
of the Son being or THE suBsTANcE of the Father, he also 
speaks of man being animated FRoM THE suBSTANCE of God. 

As the two expressions are different in themselves: so Ter- 
tullian, we see, as he himself teaches us, does not use them in 
the same sense. 





NUMBER X. 


RESPECTING THE ASCRIPTION OF THE TITLE OF THE 80N OF GOD, 
BEING, IN THE JUDGMENT OF THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH, THE 
SAME AS THE ASCRIPTION OF ESSENTIAL DIVINITY. 


Wuewn our Saviour directly asked his disciples, Whom they 
pronounced him to be, or What sentiments they entertained re- 
specting his personal character : Peter, on behalf of himself and 
his fellows, promptly answered ; THOU ART THE CHRIST, THE SON 
OF THE LIVING GOD. 

This reply, specially revealed to the zealous Apostle not by 
flesh and blood but by direct inspiration from the Father which 
is in heaven, was so perfectly satisfactory, that it procured for 
him an eminent blessing: and, with that blessing, was associated 
a very remarkable and very important declaration. 

Thou art Peter: and vuron tu1s rock I WILL BUILD MY 
CHURCH ; AND THE GATES OF HELL SHALL NOT PREVAIL AGAINST 
it. Matt. xvi. 15—18. 

I. By the early writers, three several interpretations have 
been given of THE Rock upon which our Lord promised thus in- 
vincibly to found his Church Universal. 

Some, as Tertullian and Cyprian and Chrysostom in one part 
of his Works, supposed tHE Rock to be the individual Peter: 
this high privilege, in consequence of his confession, being 
specially bestowed upon him to the exclusion of all other indi- 
viduals. Tertull. de Pudic. Oper. p. 767, 768. Cyprian. de 
Unit. Eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 106—108. Cyprian. Epist. Quint. 
Ixxi. Oper. vol. ii. p. 194, 195. Chrysost. Homil. Ixix. in Petr. 
Apost. et El. Prophet. Oper. vol. i. p. 856. 

VOL. II. 
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Others, as Athanasius and Jerome and Augustine, supposed 
THE ROCK to be Christ himself. Athan. Unum esse Christ. Orat. 
Oper. vol. i. p. 519, 520. Hieron. Comment. in Matt. xvi. 18. 
lib. iii. Oper. vol. vi. p. 38. August. Expos. in Evan. Johan. 
Tract. cxxiv. Oper. vol. ix. p. 206. 

Others, again, as Justin and Hilary and Chrysostom in 
another part of his Works, supposed THE Rock to be Peter's tn- 
spired Confession of Faith. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 
255. Hilar. de Trin. lib. vi. Oper. p. 9038. Chrysost. Serm. de 
Pentecost. Oper. vol. vi. p. 233. 

1. For the first of these three interpretations, there seems to 
be little assignable reason: save that, in consequence of his 
Confession, the name of Cephas or Peter or Rock was given to 
Simon. Whence it is concluded: that, since Simon received 
the appellation of tHE Rock, he must, individually, be THE Rock 
upon which Christ promised to build his Church. 

But this reason is, at once, insufficient in itself, and iscon- 
gruous alike both mith the spirit and with the phraseology of the 
Gospel. 

(1.) In itself, the reason is altogether insufficient. For, ac- 
cording to the genius of hebrew personal nomenclature, the im- 
position of a significant name is quite as often commemorative 
of a fact, as it is indicative of an individual's character. 

Whence, as, in the present place, we are no way bound to 
adopt the latter sense: so the imposed name of rux rock might 
seem given, rather to perpetuate the recollection of the heaven- 
inspired Confession, than to point out Peter himself, as the 
peculiar foundation of the Church Catholic. 

(2.) The reason, moreover, is incongruous alike both with the 
spirit and with the phraseology of the Gospel. 

In the highest sense of the word Rock, it were even impious 
todeem the mere delegated servant Peter the foundation of that 
Church which securely rests upon Christ alone. 

And, in its lower and secondary sense, since all the Apostles 
are equally declared to be the twelve foundations of the Church : 
it is difficult to comprehend, how Peter could be a foundation 
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so preeminently above his brethren as to deserve and to obtain 
this marked and very peculiar notice. Rev. xxi. 14. 

2. With respect to the second of the three interpretations, 
when it is soundly understood and received, it is doubtless un- 
objectionable. 

But its mherent fault is a’ want of defniteness and pre- 
cision, which might sanction the most unbounded latitudina- 
rianism. 

Christ himself, say those great and orthodox divines Athana- 
sius and Jerome and Augustine, ts THE ROCK. 

Doubtless he is, according to their estimation of the Lord’s 
personal character. But shall we say, that he is equally so, 
according to estimations of a totally different description ? 

That Christ is tHE Rock upon which the Church is built, both 
the Arian and the Socinian, if I mistake not, will be equally 
ready to profess. But their profession will not, therefore, be 
the profession of Athanasius and Jerome and Augustine. 

Now a declaration, which, from its indefiniteness, may be 
understood in three several senses: namely, that Christ, true 
God and true man, is THE ROCK; or that Christ, the highest and 
first of all created beings, is THE RocK; or that Christ, a mere 
man empowered of God to found a new religious community upon 
earth, is THE Rock: this declaration, thus palpably capable of 
misapprehension or perversion, can scarcely be the fixed basis, 
the immobile saxum, upon which our Lord promised to build his 
Church so securely that the gates of hell should not prevail 
against it. Such a foundation, thus left undefined and there- 
fore variable, instead of being a solid rock, seems rather to 
resemble the ever shifting sand of the desert. 

8. The third only of the three interpretations now remains : 
and, on every account, I apprehend, it is greatly and decidedly 
to be preferred. 

As it possesses the authority of being the oldest interpreta- 
tion upon record: so, inherently, it is the best. 

According to the venerable Justin, who was instituted in the 
Gospel only about thirty years after the death of St. John, ruz 


an 
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rock is Peter’s memorable and inspired Confession, tHou ART 
THE CHRIST, THE SON OF THE LIVING GOD. ° 

(1.) To this Confession we are immediately led by the ge- 
neral context. _ 

Simon receives a blessing for making it: and then says our 
Lord; Zhou art Peter, and upon THIS ROCK I will build my 
Church. The Apostle makes a remarkable Confession: and, 
from the circumstance of his making this Confession, he com- 
memoratively receives the new name of THE rock. What, 
then, can be THE RocK, which gave occasion to the commemo- 
rative name, save the Confession itself? As Justin well and 
briefly states the matter: Upon one of his disciples, who was 
previously called Stmon, Christ bestowed the sirname of Peter; 
inasmuch as, through the revelation of his Father, he acknow- 
ledged him to be THE CHRIST THE SON OF GOD. 

(2.) While we are led to Peter’s Confession by the general 
context, the Confession itself possesses that very defintteness 
and preciston which the mere unexplained name of our Lord 
necessarily wants. 

TuE rock, upon which the Saviour will build his Church, is 
not simply The Christ, viewed under whatever aspect this or 
that religionist may choose to view him: but THE Rock is The 
Christ, as confessed by Peter; that is to say, THE rock is The 
Messiah, viewed in the single and mell-defined character of THE 
SON OF THE LIVING GOD. 

II. According, then, to the most ancient and in every respect 
the best interpretation, Christ builds not his Church even upon 
himself indefinitely. 

The opinion, which ought to be formed of his personal cha- 
racter he leaves not unspecified, as if it were a matter of in- 
difference, and as if the naked acknowledgment of his Mes- 
siahship were itself sufficient : so that his Church were equally 
secure and equally well founded, whatever doctrine she might 
receive and teach respecting his essential nature. But he pro- 
fesses to build that Church only upon the Messiah, viewed as 
THE SON OF THE LIVING GOD. 
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Let the Church be founded upon tH1s rock of Peter’s in- 
spired Confession ; a Confession so vitally important, that, in 
perpetual memory of it, the Apostle received the additional 
name of Peter: and the promise runs; that the gates of hell, 
or rather the gates of Hades (that is to say, utter and entire 
destruction from off the face of this visible earth), shall not 
prevail against it. 

But, if the Church be founded upon any other than THe rock 
of Peter’s Confession; that is to say, if the Church be nof 
founded upon the Messiah, definitely viewed and acknowledged 
@$ THE SON OF THE LIVING Gop: then, to the Church thus 
founded (supposing it possible for the true Church Catholic to 
be otherwise founded than its founder himself intended), the 
promise of invincibility and perpetuity were inapplicable. 

III. Such being the case, it must needs be a matter of deep 
import distinctly to ascertain the idea, conveyed by the phrase 
THE SON OF THE LIVING Gop: and, for this purpose, since re- 
vealed truth must ever be the most ancient while a departure 
from that truth cannot but (by the very terms of the propo- 
sition) be more modern, our wisdom will be to resort to the 
exposition of the primitive Church. For, since so much de-~ 
pends upon a right understanding of the phrase, we can scarcely 
suppose that the inspired Apostles would have left the Church 
in ignorance of its true meaning. 

Now, in the early Church, as far back as we can trace, the 
ascription of the title of THE son or GoD was deemed the same 
as an ascription of ESSENTIAL DIVINITY. 

Whence it was maintained : that, Whenever, by the inspired 
nriters, Christ is styled THE SON OF GoD; he is himself, by those 
writers, declared to be VERY AND ESSENTIAL GOD. 

The Fact is important: and it ought not to be alleged with- 
out full substantiation. Let us, then, attend to the evidence, 
by which it is supported. 

1, When, at the martyrdom of Polycarp, the disciple of St, 
John, in the year 147, the scorched remains of the holy man 
were refused to his Smyrnéans, for decent burial, on the plea ; 
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that, Leaving the crucified one, they would begin to worship 
their deceased Bishop: the imputation was indignantly rejected; 
while, on the specific ground of his being THE SON OF GoD, 
their acknowledged worship of Christ was vindicated. 

Him truly, said they, inasmuch as he ts THE SON OF GOD, we 
adore. 

Tovroy perv yap, Yidv dvra rov Geo, xpooxvvovpey. Epist. 
Eccles. Smyrn. § xvii. 

Now the primitive Christians rejected all religious adoration 
as idolatrous, save only that of the one true God whom they 
worshipped as subsisting in three persons. 

Therefore, when the Smyrnéans, in avowed contradistinction 
to their mere love of the Saints, openly declared their adoratton 
of Christ, inasmuch as he is THE 80N OF Gop: they plainly de- 
clared also their full belief, inculcated no doubt upon them by 
their late apostolically instructed pastor ; that the ascreptton of 
that title is nothing less, than an ascription of PROPER AND ES- 
SENTIAL DIVINITY. 

2. The same remark applies to the prayer of Polycarp’s 
venerable fellow-disciple Ignatius: who suffered martyrdom, 
either in the year 107, or (as some think) in the year 116. 

Kneeling down, with all the brethren, we are told, he prayed, 
to THE SON OF Gop, on behalf of the Churches. 

Oirw, pera yovuxdioliag ravrwy rev ddedkgor, rapaxadéouc 
tov Yidy rov Oeov, drép rey exxAnowwy. Martyr. S. Ignat. § vi. 

8. So, again, we are led to a similar conclusion, by the lan- 
guage of the very ancient author of the Epistle which bears 
the name of Barnabas. 

When Christ, says he, chose his Apostles who were about to 
preach his Gospel: then he manifested himself to be THE 80N 
OF GOD. 

But how did he thus manifest himself ? 

The author goes on to tell us: that The manifestalion of THE 
SON OF GOD was no other than the incarnation of the glorious 
Creator of that less glorious sun; the beams of which, neverthe- 
less, frail man is unable to gaze upon. 
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“Ore 6€ rove idlovg dxoordAove, rove pédovrac KnpioELY TO 
evayyédoy airov, tkehélaro,—rore épavépwoev étavroy Yidy Oeov 
elvac. Ei ydp ph WAOey ty capcl, ric dy EowOnper &vOpwrot, 
Bréxovrec abrév 3 “Ore roy péddovra pi elvac FAL0v, Epyor xetpay 
avrov uxdayovra, PA€xovrec, ob ioyvovow el¢ axrivac abrov 
dyro@8a\pfjoat. Barnab. Epist. Cathol. § v. 

4. The same association of EssENTIAL DEITY with the title of 
THE SON OF GOD we may Notice also in the writings of Justin. 

Christ, says he, preéxisted : inasmuch as he is God, THE SON 
OF THE CREATOR OF ALL THINGS. 

IIpotxijpyev, Yiocg rov THomrov rwyv Odwy Oedg Sy. Justin. 
Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 207. 

And again: Inasmuch as we have him written, in the Acts of 
his Apostles, THE SON OF GOD; and inasmuch as we call him 
THE 80N: we perceive, that he extsts also before all created 
things. 

Yiov Ocod yeypappévoy abroy ty roicg dropynpovevpace rev 
drooréd\wy abrov éxorrec, kal Yidw abroy Néyorrec, verofxapey 
éyra xal xpo xdytwy reéyv rownparwy. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. 
Oper. p. 255. 

It may be proper to remark: that this second statement of 
Justin immediately follows that very ancient interpretation of 
THE ROCK which he has so happily preserved. 

5. We find the same idea still prevalent in the Work of 
Novatian on the Trinity. 

Christ, says he, wishes to be deemed cop in his character of 
THE SON OF GOD, not to be mistaken for the Father himself. 

Deum se sic intelligi vult; ut Filium Dei, et non ipsum, 
vellet, Patrem, intelligi. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. 
p- 621. 

6. Finally, to descend still lower, this idea is stated with the 
most perfect distinctness by Cyril of Alexandria. 

Julian had alleged: that Nesther Paul nor Matthew nor Luke 
nor Mark had ever dared to call Jesus cop, but only John the 
latest of the Apostolic Writers; and even he was induced to 
do so, merely because a great multitude, both in the Grecian 
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and in the Italian Cities, had been infected with the humour of 
deifying and worshipping the deceased. 

(1.) In his reply, Cyril first sets himself to prove, that Paul 
directly called Jeaus Gop: employing, as his mean of demon- 
stration, the text, in which the Apostle styles him cap over ALL 
BLESSED FOR EVER. 

(2.) And then, with respect to the three earlier Evangelists, 
he states, as the Church had always taught before him: that, 
In calling Christ THE son oF Gop, they ascribed to him PRrorer 
AND ESSENTIAL DIVINITY. ° 

Kalzep eiddowy we Eort Oedc kara gvoty kai adnBae, Yiov avroy 
cvopafey Oeov.— AAN’ obdE xpwroc Epn Oedw elvat ror "Inoovr* 
adAA@ kai of xpo abrov yeypagdrec, Aouxac re gnpi, cal MarOatoc, 
kal pév roe cai Mapxoc, Kupeov dé xai Ocov wvdpaloy abroy, ry 
umeprarny ddtay axavépovrec rayraxou. Cyril. Alex. cont. Ju- 
lian. lib. x. p. 328, 331. 

IV. The scriptural authority, on which the primitive Church 
held the title of tHE son oF Gop to be perfectly equivalent to 
the title of cop, was the recorded address of the angel Gabriel 
to the Virgin Mary. 

The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee: and the Power of the 
Highest shall overshadow thee. TueErerore also that Holy 
Thing, which shall be born of thee, shall be called THE soN OF 
cop. Luke i. 35. 

In this passage, THE REASON, why Christ is called THE SON OF 
GOD, Is distinctly stated to be the illapse of the Holy Spirit and 
the obumbration of the Power of the Highest. 

Such a circumstance caused the offspring of the Virgin to be 
at once THE SON OF Gop and the son of man: Gop, as the Church 
rightly interpreted and defined, of the substance of the Father, 
begotten before the worlds ; man, of the substance of his mother, 
born in the world. 

Hence the ground and principle, on which the primitive 
Church judged the ascription of the title of THE sON oF GoD to 
be equivalent to an ascription of PROPER AND ESSENTIAL DIVI- 
NITY, is very Clear and satisfactory. 
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In the mutual heavenly relationship of the two first persons 
of the Trinity, there must be some analogy to the mutual 
earthly relationship of father and son: otherwise, the relative 
terms, Father and Son, we may be sure, would never have been 
adopted. For, without the actual existence of some analogy, 
the use of such terms could only serve to mislead. 

Now, in the case of mutual earthly relationship, a father and 
a son are beings or persons of one and the same essential nature : 
and the rule holds equally good in all beings of an inferior 
order, which severally bear to each other the relationship of 
parent and offspring. 

Therefore, both from the whole analogy of nature, and from 
the very necessity of language founded upon that analogy, when 
Christ the Word is said to be the Son of God, and when con- 
sequently God is said to be the Father of that Son, the clear 
result is: that Zhe Father and the Son must be persons of one 
and the same essential nature, or that The substance of the Son 
must be identical with the substance of the Father: in other 
words, that, 4s the Father of the Son ts confessedly very God, 
so the Son of the Father ts inevitably very God likenise ; God 
the Father, as his actual name imports, being (as the early theo- 
logians were wont to speak) Aird@eoc, or God of himself, while 
God the Son, as his actual name equally imports, 1s Geog ex Oeov 
or God from God. 

1. Thus, accordingly, reasoned Cyril of Alexandria, in the 
passage to which I have already referred. 

It was a special point, says he, nith the inspired theologians, 
although they knew that Christ 1s God physically and truly, yet 
to call him THE SON OF GoD, even the genuine offspring of the 
substance of him who begat him: inasmuch as he 1s eternally 
present and coézxistent mith him who begat him, and is known to 
subsist in the one nature of the Godhead.— Wisely, therefore, nas 
it made a point, with the inspired theologians, to say: that He 
is physically THE son oF GoD. For, m such phraseology, the 
doctrine is altogether inherent: that Hz, wuo 18 PHYSICALLY 
FROM GOD, 18 HIMSELF TRULY GOD. 


j 
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Kai roe oxoven % oxorde roic Oenydpac Hy, xalxep eidcew oc 
ort Oedc Kara gvacy cal dAnOdc, Lior avroy ovopaley Ocod, cai 
rijc rou rexdvrog ovaiag yyhowy yévyynua, wc del cuvdrra xai 
ovyurdpxovra re yevvhoarrt, kal év ry pig rijc Oedrnroc guce 
voovpevoy bvra cai évunéoraroy.—El¢ ovy apa xal obx doogde ye 
roig Benydpotc 6 oxodc, TO xpHvat A€yety, Yidw elvat card gvow 
Geo" wc Ev ye O) rovry xdyrn re cal xdvrag Evoy Toy Oeor elvar 
car’ d\GOeray roy éx Geov xara gio. Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian. 
lib. x. p. 828, $29. 

2. The reasoning, however, of Cyril, in the fifth century, was 
no novelty: it had long before been employed by Irenéus, who 
received his theology from St. John through the single interven- 
ing link of his master Polycarp. 

Ihe Word, says he, was God, by a necessary consequence. 
For THAT WHICH 18 BEGOTTEN FROM GOD Is GOD. 

Ococ fy & Adyoc, deodovIwe ro yap Ex rov Oeod yerynYer, 
Orde orev. Iren. adv. heer. lib. i. c. 1. p. 30. 

8. To the same purpose also argues Tertullian. 

Jesus was man, from the flesh: God, from the spirit. On 
that part where he was spirit, the angel pronounced him THE son 
OF Gop: reserving for the flesh his other title of The son of man. 
Thus also the Apostle, when he calls him The Mediator of God 
and men, has determined him to be a partaker of EacH suB- 
STANCE. | 

Jesus constitit, ex carne homo, ex spiritu Deus: quem tunc 
angelus, ex ea parte qua spiritus erat, Det Filium pronunciavit ; 
servans carni, filium hominis dici. Sic et apostolus etiam, Dei 
et hominum appellans sequestrem, utriusque substantiz confir- 
mavit. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 17. Oper. p. 428. 

We say: that Christ is generated by prolation from God ; 
and, therefore, that, FROM THE UNITY OF THE SUBSTANCE, HE 18 
CALLED THE SON AND GOD. 

Hunc ex Deo prolatum dicimus, et prolatione generatum : et, 
idcirco, Filium et Deum dictum ex unitate substantia. Tertull. 
Apol. adv. Gent. Oper. p. 850. 

4. Thus likewise argues Clement of Alexandria. 
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The Lord is the Divine Word, tax MOST EVIDENTLY TRUE GOD, 
who is equalled to the Lord of all things: BECAUSE HE WAS HIS 
son, and the Word was in God. 

"O Kupwc,—6 Betog Adyor, 6 gartpwrarog SyTwe Cede, o rp 
Seoxdry tev Sdwy ckowSelc: Sre hy Yiog abrov, cai 6 Adyoc hy év 
tg Seg. Clem. Alex. Protreps. Oper. p. 68. 

5. In like manner reasons Athenagoras. 

Lf you wish to learn, what tHE son means : in fer words, I 
will tell you. He is the first offspring of the Father, but not as 
any thing created: for God ts from the beginning ; and, being 
an eternal mind, he himself had within himself the Word, being 
eternally comprehensive of the Word.—We declare God the 
Father, and tux son cop, and the Holy Ghost. 

El oxoxcty piv Execory, 6 Maic ri BovAerat, Eps ded Bpayéwr’ 
apwroy yévynpa eivac rp Iarpi, oby dc yevdpuevor’ & dpyiic yap 
6 Ocdc, vove aldwe dy, elyey avrog év éaurg rov Adyoy, didiwe 
Aoyudg &y.—Aéyorrac Oeoy Iarépa cai Yidv Ocdy cal Tvevpa 
“Aywov. Athen. Legat. § x. p. 38—40. 

6. The same argument is prosecuted by Novatian. 

As nature itself has prescribed ; that He, who ts born from a 
man, must be believed to be a man: so the same nature equally 
prescribes; that HE WHO Is BORN FROM GOD MUST BE BELIEVED 
TO BE GOD. 

Ut enim preescripsit ipsa natura, hominem credendum esse _ 
qui ex homine sit : ita eadem natura preescribit, et Deum cre- 
dendum esse qui ex Deo sit. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. 
p- 606. 

The Holy Spirit, says the angel, shall come upon thee: and 
the Virtue of the Most High shall overshadow thee. Therefore 
that Holy Thing, which shall be born of thee, shall be called tux 
SON OF GOD.—HE, WHO 18 FROM GOD HIMSELF, 18 THE LEGITI- 
MATE 80N OF GOD. 

Spiritus sanctus veniet in te: et Virtus Altissimi obumbrabit 
tibi. Propterea, et quod ex te nascetur Sanctum vocabitur 
Filius Dei.—Hic est enim legitimus Dei Filius, qui ex ipso Deo 
est. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 614, 615. 
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7. To the same purpose, again, reasons Dionysius of Alex- 
andria. 

The one undivided Christ, him who ts coéternal and cotincom- 
mencing and concreative with the Father, he calls tHE son : for 
Jesus, who is the Word before all worlds, ts THE GOD OF ISRAEL; 
as ts also the Holy Ghost. 

Yioy dé Aye, Sv xpookuvet } roy Gvw ayiwy xvevparwy wrn- 
Buc, rov va xai dpuépioroy Xptoroy, roy ovvaidioy rov IMarpoc, 
guvavapyxoy, auvdnuovpyoy r@ Ilarpi' Oedc yap "Iepana "Inoote 
6 rpv alwywy Adyoc, dc kal ro“Aywoy Iivevpa. Dionys. Alex. 
Quest. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 244. 

8. Such also is the argument of Lactantius. 

Christ was made THE SON OF Gop through the spirit, and the 
son of man through the flesh: that is, both cop and man. 

Factus est et Dei Filius per spiritum, et hominis per carnem: 
id est, et Deus et homo. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv. c. 18. p. 388. 

9. On this and other similar passages, it may be useful to 
remark: that the ancients used the term spirit, as opposed to 
the term flesh, for the purpose of setting forth, not the Holy 
Spirit or the third person of the Trinity particularly, but the 
divine nature or essence generally. 

Such phraseology is as old as the apostolic times of Clement 
of Rome: and it was borrowed, apparently, from that passage 
of Holy Writ, wherein Peter speaks of our Lord, during the in- 
termediate time between his crucifixion and his resurrection, as 
being dead in the flesh or in his human nature, but as being alive 
in the spirit or in his divine nature. 

'O "Inoove Xptoroc 6 Kuptoc, 6 cwoac hdc, oy perv TO Rpwroy 
mvevpa, eyévero caps. Clem. Rom. Epist. 11. § 9. 

Oavarwheic perv capi, CworunBeic O€ xvevpart. 1 Pet. iii. 18. 
Vide etiam 1 Tim. iii. 16. "EgavepwOn év capki, edtxawdn év 
mvevpart. 

V. To this ancient argument of the Church it might be ob- 
jected: that We are att styled THE sons OF Gop; and that God 
ts spoken of, aS THE UNIVERSAL FATHER Of mankind. Whence, 
if the ascription of the title of rHz son or Gop to Christ be the 
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same, as an ascription of ESSENTIAL DIVINITY to Christ: the as- 
cription of the general title of sons oF Gop to all mankind will be 
the same, as an ascription of EssENTIAL DIVINITY to all mankind. 

1. For such an objection, the early theologians were far too 
well acquainted with Holy Scripture to be unprepared. 

They perceived: that Christ is styled, O MONOTENHZ 
YIOZ 6 dy ic roy Kédxoy rov Tarpoc, THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN SON 
who ts in the bosom of the Father. John i. 18. 

Now this title, THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN 80N, would involve a 
falsehood : if the other title, rHE son oF Gop, when ascribed to 
Christ, were interpreted in the same sense, as the title, THE sons 
OF GOD, Is interpreted, when ascribed in common to all mankind. 
For, if Christ be raz 8on oF Gop merely in the same sense, that 
we are all sons oF GoD: he could not accurately have been de- 
nominated THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN 80N. 

Therefore, since Christ is styled, in plain and necessary con- 
tradistinction to the whole human race, THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN 
son : his title of THE 8oN OF GoD, agreeably to the reason as- 
signed by the angel Gabriel for its ascription to him who in 
his human nature was the son of Mary, must be understood 
conformably. 

In other words, we must believe him to be called tHE son 
OF GoD properly and essentially and generatively: while men 
collectively are called rHz sons oF cop, catachrestically and 
non-essentially and creatively. 

Otxovv, Execddy Yidg Oeov 6 Xprordg Néyerat cal Oedc, xal 6 
&vOpwroc Yidc Oeov Néyerat kai Oede &y ein (yw ydp elma, Geol 
éoré, gna, kai Yiol ‘Yylorov xayrec) pidoverxnoec TOk MONO- 
TENEI THE YIOTHTOSY, kai obdév phoee abroy txev cara 
rovro cov xdéov; Chrysost. Homil. iii. in Johan. i. 1. 

2. Of this distinction, between the proper and the catachres- 
tic use of the title, the Jews, in our Saviour’s time, were evi- 
dently well aware. For, otherwise, they would never have said : 
that, According to their Law, Christ ought to die, BECAUSE he 
made himself the son oF Gop. John xix. 7. 
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Had he claimed to be a son of God merely as every Jew 
claimed to be such (Hos. i. 10. John viii. 41, 42.): they would 
never have alleged the gross absurdity ; that, on éhat account, 
’ he ought to be put to death as a blasphemer. 

So likewise, on another occasion, where we find the phraseo- 
logical terms of relationship inverted, the Jews sought to kill 
our Lord, Becausz he said, that Gop Is HIS FATHER. 

Now, had he claimed God to be his father simply as every 
Jew preferred the same claim: they could never, with any 
- shew of decency or even of common sense, have identified such 
a claim with the palpable blasphemy of arrogating an equality 
to God. Johnv. 18. 

Clearly, on each occasion alike, they were well aware of the 
distinction between the proper use and the catachrestic use of 
such phraseology: and, perceiving what our Lord never denied, 
that he employed it properly and not catachrestically, they 
thence charged him with an assumption of ESSENTIAL DIVINITY; 
which assumption, in the case of a mere man, would doubtless 
have been borrid blasphemy. 

8. Accordingly, as the very basis of the doctrine that The 
ascrt).tion of the title of THE SsoN oF Gop to Christ ts the same 
as an ascription of ESSENTIAL Divinity to him, this is the pre- 
cise distinction which was set forth by Justin Martyr only about 
some forty years after the death of St. John: and he is even 
verbally followed by Origen, who flourished about a century 
later. 

Christ is declared to be ALONE properly THE SON OF GOD: 
while all other men, on the bare catachrestical ground that 
God ts the common father of the whole human race, are pro- 
nounced to be nothing more than THE 80Ns OF GOD commonly. 

Yidg dé Gov 6 "Inoove Aeydpevoc, ci cai KOINQSE pédvoy av- 
Opwroc, ca coplay akc Yidc cov AéyerOar’ rarépa yap ardper 
re Oewy re wavreg ovyypagetc rov Oeov xadovory. Ei dé cai 
IAIQZ xapa ry KOINHN yéveoty yeyervijcBae abroy éx Geos 
Aéyonev Adyor Ocov, w¢ xpoepnuer, Kotvov ToUTo Zorw ipiy rote - 
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roy ‘Eppa A\éyor row rapa Orow ayyeAruor Afyovowr. Justin. 
Apol. i. Oper. p. 52. 

"Inoove Xpecroc pévoc LALOZ Yiog rp Gey yeytvrnra:, Acyor 
avrov uxdpywy cai Iipwrérococ cai Avvayic. Justin. Apol. i. 
Oper. p. 53. 

MONOTENH® ydp Gr: dy rp Harp rév dhwr obroc, IAIDZ 
€& avrov Adyoc cai Avram yeyerrqpévoc. Justin. Dial. cum 
Tryph. Oper. p. 260. 

"Hy 6 KYPIQZ Yiog Ocov, Oede Acyor, cai Avvapuc, «ad 
Ocov Logia, 6 xadovpervog Xprordc. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. 1. 
p- 52. 

Unicenrrtvs Filius salvator noster, qui sotvus ex Patre natus 
est, SOLUS, natura et non aduptione, Filius est. Unus ergo 
verus Deus solus habet immortalitatem, lucem habitat inacces- 
sibilem. Unus, ait, verus Deus: ne, scilicet, multis veri Dei 
nomen convenire credamus. Ita ergo et hi, qui accipiunt spi- 
ritum adoptionis filiorum, in quo clamant, Abba Pater, filii 
quidem Dei sunt: sed nom sicul uxioznttus Filius. Umiogmi- 
Tus enim natura Filius, et semper et inseparaliliter, Filius est. 
Ceeteri vero, pro eo quod susceperunt in se Filium Dei, potes- 
tatem acceperunt filii Dei fieri: qui, licet non ex sanguinibus 
neque ex voluntate carnis neque ex voluntate viri sed ex Deo 
Nati sunt, non tamen ea nativitate sunt nati, qua natus est UMI- 
GENitus FiLtus. Orig. Comment. in Epist. ad Rom. lib. i. 
apud Euseb. Pamphil. Apol. pro Orig. in Oper. Hieron. 
vol. ix. p. 122. 

4, The Editor of The New Testament in an Improved Version, 
as that recent translation is called by him, when commenting 
on John i. 14, vainly labours to escape the difficulty, occa- 
sioned by the palpably contradistinctive epithet MONOTENHZ 
OF ONLY-BEGOTTEN. 

(1.) Respecting his painful attempt to explain away the 
meaning of the word, it is quite enough to say: that Hts per- 
fectly arbitrary and dogmatically gratuitous view of the term 
differs, toto ceelo, from the view which was taken of tt by the pri- 
mitive Church. 
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That Church understood Christ to be called THE ONLY-BE- 
GOTTEN SON OF THE FATHER: because he ALong, being born 
from God (rapa riv cowny yéveoty) differently from the ordi- 
nary course of production, is properly (idiwe or kupiwc) THE 80N 
OF Gop; so that no other individual is a son of God in the sense 
wherein Christ is THE SON OF Gop, though all may catachres- 
tically bear the name (xowwsc) tn common. 

(2.) In truth, unless this primitive exposition be received, the 
whole New Testament is a riddle and a paradox. 

The belief, that sEsus CHRIST IS THE SON OF THE LIVING GOD, 
is described, as the very corner-stone of the Gospel, as the 
very Rock upon which the Church is founded. 

Now, if nothing more be meapt by the phrase, than that 
Christ is the Son of God, just as all men in common are sons of 
God, or somewhat more specially as all pious Christians are made 
sons of God by adoption: it is incomprehensible, how the whole 
sum and substance of the Gospel, and how the entire solidity 
and security of the Church, could be contained in, and could 
rest upon, such a thoroughly vague and indeterminate and 
insignificant acknowledgment. 

VI. We may now, according to the judgment of the primitive 
Church, clearly see the reason: why THE MESSIAH IN THE 
SPECIFIC CHARACTER OF THE SON OF THE LIVING Gop is declared 
by our Lord to be THE Rock, upon which he would so build his 
Church that the gates of Hades should never prevail against it. 

He founded it upon the doctrine of THE MESSIAH’S PROPER 
AND ESSENTIAL DIVINITY : he founded it upon the doctrine of THE 
MESSIAH’S BEING 80 GOD AS THESON, NOT SO GOD AS THE FATHER: 
he founded it, in short, upon the doctrine, as St. Paul spake, of 
THE SON’S BEING THE REFULGENCE FROM THE GLORY OF GOD THE 
FATHER AND THE VERY IMPRESS OF HIS SUBSTANCE. 

Such is THE Rock, upon which is built the true Church of 
Christ: and, since that Church, whatever may have been her 
faults in other respects, has never, in the worst of times, fallen 
off from this sure basis; the promise of her Divine Founder 
has, on his part, been most faithfully performed. 
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Secure under the protection of her acknowledged and wor- 
shipped incarnate God, even GOD THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN SON OP 
THE LIVING Gop, the gates of Hades have never prevailed 
against her. 

Through a long series of ages, she has been troubled indeed 
cn every side, yet not distressed : persecuted, yet not forsaken : 
cast down, yet not destroyed. 

Her vital principle of eternity is THE ETERNAL GODHEAD OF 
HER FOUNDER. 

The perpetually shifting Empires of this transitory world 
may fade or may flourish. Persia may succeed to Babylon: 
Macedon may overthrow Persia: Rome may subjugate Mace- 
don: and Teutonic Valour may hew in pieces the mighty 
Kingdom of the Cesars. However they may successively have 
been instruments in the hand of God, and however their pur- 
poses may have been overruled to the furtherance of his pur- 
poses, still human policy has raised them up: and human policy 
may pull them down. 

But, so long as the Church of Christ, the pillar and ground 
of the truth, is built upon THe ocx of Peter's inspired confes- 
sion (and, upon THAT ROCK, in one or other faithful portion of 
her universality, she will never cease to be built): she is in- 
capable of utter destruction. Thus founded, the gates of Hades 
shall never prevail against her. 
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